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Abstract
As the number of rural, first-generation college students continue to rise, there
was a gap in the literature regarding post-secondary enrollment and the
self-efficacy of these students who participated in asynchronous credit recovery in
high school to complete a high school diploma. In this qualitative, narrative study,
I examined how completion of an asynchronous online credit recovery program
influenced the perception of self-efficacy or rural, first-generation college
students regarding academic success and social-emotional preparedness. Nine
participants from rural towns in South Georgia provided insight related to their
perceptions of their experiences in credit recovery. All nine participants perceived
positive influences on their self-efficacy regarding academic success such as the
improvement of individual work habits. These students also perceived the
experience helped increase their awareness of the benefits of academic success, as
well as environmental factors that contributed to academic success. Participants
perceived credit recovery had no effect on their interaction with their peers or
participation in campus activities or campus involvement. Participants did
perceive self-advocacy was a direct result of having participated in credit
recovery and had a positive perception of their self-efficacy regarding socialemotional preparedness. Factors that affect the retention of rural, first-generation
college students’ academic success and social-emotional preparedness and
understanding the students perceptions of their self-efficacy may lead stake
holders to have a better understanding of the needs of these students.
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Chapter I: Introduction
High school graduation rates became a focus for education stakeholders
following the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 (2001), which required school
leaders to report their four-year cohort graduation rates (Patrick et al., 2020). A
cohort was a group of individuals educated during the same period, such as a
grade level or class of students (Pemberton & Akkary, 2010; The White House,
n.d.). According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2019), the high
school graduation rate for the cohort year 2016–2017 in the United States was
85%. U.S. President Barack Obama’s administration set a national goal of 90%
high school completion rate by 2020 via the Race to the Top initiative (The White
House, n.d.). Proponents of the Race to the Top initiative projected reaching a
90% high school graduation rate would result in a $3 billion increase in annual
earnings for high school graduates nationally, the creation of over 14,000 new
jobs, and an accumulation of over $600 million in federal, state, and local tax
revenue (Carnevale et al., 2016). Obtaining a high school diploma ensured
students were on track to graduate and are prepared to enter post-secondary
education or the workplace (America’s Promise Alliance, 2019). According to
American’s Promise Alliance (2019), high school graduates are more likely to be
employed, aiding in job generation, earning more income compared to dropouts,
are less likely to engage in criminal behavior or require social services, are more
likely to vote, as well as contribute to national security by being qualified to serve
in the military.
As a result of the Race to the Top initiative, the School Improvement
Grants program increased student access to learning technology as another

method for improving educational outcomes for all students. Monies made
available through these grants allowed school leaders to emulate the accelerated
demands for connectivity, especially in rural areas where internet services were
lacking (Federal Commissions Division, 2020; Patrick et al., 2020) and meet the
demands for students to be able to access the internet and digital learning tools
(Federal Commissions Division, 2020). These efforts to keep pace with learning
technologies and internet connectivity provided resources for programs that
helped contribute to a decline in dropout rates, thus improving graduation rates
(McFarland et al., 2018; The White House, n.d.).
According to Viano and Henry (2018), the best solution to increase
graduation rates and address the low accumulation of credits required for high
school graduation was for students to be able to earn credits they had lost from
failing courses. Schools accomplished this in the past by offering remedial
courses over the summer, such as traditional in person summer school with an
instructor (Eddy, 2013; Viano & Henry, 2018). Credit recovery became an
alternative approach for students to earn credits for previously failed classes
during the school day (Lowen & Fryer, 2006; Watson & Gemin, 2008). With
improvements in technology, school leaders progressively opted for online credit
recovery programs (OCRPs) over traditional face-to-face courses used to recover
credits (Noble et al., 2017).
OCRP options were designed to aid schools in helping credit deficient
students’ graduate on time using both synchronous and asynchronous
instructional methods (Dessoff, 2009; Watson & Gemin, 2008). According to a
survey sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education (2018), principals from
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high schools self-reported models of credit recovery options became available for
students that included face-to-face, blended learning, and online courses.
Enrollment in an OCRP allowed students who fell behind academically due to
course failures to continue their regular progression of classes in the traditional
classroom setting and simultaneously work to recover failed credits and
potentially graduate with their peer cohort (Dessoff, 2009; Viano & Henry, 2018;
Watson & Gemin, 2008). According to Pemberton and Akkary (2010), assigning
students to cohort groups for a structured program allowed all students in the
cohort to work under a set of specific guidelines, such as state or school district
academic credit requirements for high school graduation and assisted education
departments in tracking student outcomes. Graduating with the correct cohort
indicated students began at a particular time and progressed through a program, in
this case high school, within a specific time frame.
According to Pham and Keenan (2011), a student’s decision to continue
into post-secondary school largely depended on their prior academic preparation.
According to Watson and Gemin (2008), multiple factors placed students at-risk
for graduating high school on time and continuing to college. Academic risk
factors center on students’ academic achievement. For example, students
identified as at-risk if they fell behind in academic credits needed for graduation,
did not meet the requirements for grade-level promotion, could not read on grade
level, or performed poorly on state assessments (Lowen & Fryer, 2006; Watson &
Gemin, 2008). Other risk factors that increased the likelihood a student would be
at-risk included low school attendance rates, low socioeconomic status, residency
in single parent homes, and having an older sibling who dropped out of school
3

(Lowen & Fryer, 2006; Watson & Gemin, 2008). Students who were already
at-risk acquiring high school course credits for graduation faced more challenges
transitioning to college than the average student (Ash, 2011; Pham & Keenan,
2011; Viano & Henry, 2018; Yampolskaya et al., 2006).
At-risk high school students often depended on OCRP options to meet
academic requirements for graduation (Dessoff, 2009; Di Beneditto, 2018;
Loewen & Fryer, 2006; Sapers, 2014; Watson & Gemin, 2008). OCRP provided
an opportunity for at-risk high school students to graduate, which in turn, allowed
them and to seek post-secondary opportunities that would not be accessible if they
did not obtain a high school diploma (Murin et al., 2015). At-risk high school
students seeking college attainment often struggled with both academic and
non-academic risk factors, such as low socio-economic status, lower grade point
averages (GPAs), grade level retention, and residency in single-parent homes
(Lowen & Fryer, 2006; Watson & Gemin, 2008). The risk factors affected the
likelihood of at-risk students’ preparation academically or emotionally for
post-secondary schooling (Loewen & Fryer, 2006; Sapers, 2014; Watson &
Gemin, 2008). While academic and non-academic factors for at-risk students
greatly influenced the completion of high school, the educational trajectory of
rural youth coupled itself with the decision to attend college and leave the home
community (Kryst et al., 2018). Socioeconomic factors and family backgrounds
impacted rural students and their decision to both leave their home community to
attend college or remain in their community and enter the work force (Kryst et al.,
2018).
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Research indicated the number of rural high school students aspiring to
enter college increased in the United States from 51% in 2011 (National Student
Clearinghouse, 2013) to 61% in 2016 (National Student Clearinghouse, 2017). In
a study conducted by Byun et al. (2017), 64.5% of college-bound rural youth
attended two-year institutions such as technical colleges and community colleges.
Parental education, key predictors of college attendance patterns of rural high
school graduates, indicated 86% of the rural students being first-generation
college students (Byun et al., 2017). Characteristics of rural students and
first-generation college students mirrored each other in several ways (Byun et al.,
2017; Cataldi et al., 2018; Engle & Tinto, 2008; Reford et al., 2017). Rural and
first-generation students often came from low-income families and likely attended
high schools with limited financial and educational resources, such as college
counseling and advanced placement classes, which further prepared secondary
students for college (Byun et al., 2017; Irvin et al., 2011). Rural students also
disadvantaged themselves often regarding the rural area in which they attended
school (Byun et al., 2017). For example, technology access, internet connections,
and online curricula, common among urban areas, but limited in rural areas
(Barter, 2011; Byun et al., 2017; Irvin et al., 2011). For rural students, the lack of
technology and internet connections added another challenge on the road to high
school graduation, making it more difficult for students to prepare for college
enrollment (Barter, 2011; Byun et al., 2017; Meece et al., 2013).
Further, Meece et al. (2013) stated parental expectations, parental
education levels, and the family structure as strong predictors of educational
attainment in rural youth. Meece et al. (2013) also claimed rural youths’
5

perceptions of educational accomplishments indicated parental educational
expectations. According to Bandura et al. (2001), a youth’s aspirations predicted
educational and occupational accomplishment. Furthermore, positive self-efficacy
of rural, first-generation college students connected with student success and
motivation, which contributed to continued enrollment in post-secondary
institutions (Byun et al., 2017; Falcon, 2015). The largest predictor of
post-secondary enrollment patterns of rural youth was associated with the level of
parental education (Byun et al., 2017). Family structure of rural students,
specifically first-generation college students, influenced students’ educational
desires (Bandura et al., 2001; Byun, 2017; Irvin et al., 2011; Meece et al., 2014).
Higher parental educational expectations increased the likelihood that rural youth
planned to continue their education beyond high school (Byun, 2017; Meece
et al., 2013). Rural parents and rural communities occupied careers that included
trade professions that did not require a college education, along with parental
expectation and guidance, rural youth contained more positive perceptions of
local job opportunities with residential ambitions to remain in their own
communities than to continue to college and possibly move to another location
(Meece et al., 2013).
The pressure to attain a college degree could deter at-risk students from
seeking to further their education (Demetriou et al., 2017; Viano & Henry, 2018).
First-generation college students, who faced several challenges to post-secondary
matriculation, struggled with the choice of entering the labor force rather than
attending college (Davis et al., 2015). Students who struggled to complete their
high school diploma and had to participate in an alternative path to graduation
6

such as credit recovery programs, often dropped out of high school and did not
matriculate to college (Hirudayaraj & McLean, 2017). For first-generation college
students, however, completing credit recovery to achieve high school graduation
added additional stressors that compounded the academic challenges unique to
this group of students (Murin et al., 2015; Yampolskaya et al., 2006).
First-generation college students were more likely than non-first-generation
college students to come from low-income households with fewer resources than
their counterparts (Reford et al., 2017; Schelbe et al., 2019). According to Davis
et al. (2015), the cost of higher education continued to rise faster than the typical
family’s income, deterring low-income students, especially prospective
first-generation college students, from pursuing college enrollment. Additionally,
lower self-confidence, low self-esteem, and feelings of seclusion, common among
first-generation college students, directly influenced their self-efficacy and
social-emotional wellbeing (Carpenter & Pena, 2016; Stebleton et al., 2014).
Statement of the Problem
OCRP provided high school leaders with a way to increase graduation
rates by giving students the opportunity to stay in school and recover lost credits
from failed courses to graduate on time (Dessoff, 2009; Watson & Gemin, 2008).
Credit recovery programs creation was for at-risk students to achieve high school
graduation and could matriculate to college (Loewen & Fryer, 2006; Pettyjohn &
LaFrance, 2014; Watson & Gemin, 2008). Rural, first-generation college students
and at-risk students shared similar characteristics in that they tended to come from
low-income families, were ethnic minorities, had lower degree aspirations, and
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exhibited deficits in academic skills necessary to be successful in college (Ash,
2011; Chen & Carroll, 2005; Engle & Tinto, 2008; Terenzini et al., 1996).
According to Peterson-Graziose et al. (2013), the self-esteem of at-risk,
first-generation college students significantly correlated at 77% in terms of
student attrition in the first semester of college. Students with high self-esteem
held greater aspirations and exhibited greater persistence when faced with the
possibility of failure. Students’ ability to actively cope with stressors associated
with being first-generation college students and their progression to college
influenced their well-being and the outcomes of social-emotional challenges,
which also influenced their academic outcomes (Mehta et al., 2011;
Peterson-Graziose et al., 2013; Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014). Though participants
in an OCRP more likely graduated high school because of completing credit
recovery, they were less likely to enroll in college than students who did not take
a credit recovery course to graduate (Levine et al., 2017). According to Schultz
(2004), the self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college students in their first
semester of college influenced the perception of their college experience. Sagone
and De Caroli (2014) found academic achievement, self-esteem, self-concept, and
self-efficacy were positively correlated by 59%, in terms of perceived academic
success. Levine et al. (2017) claimed OCRP students as more likely to graduate
after participating in credit recovery and less likely to drop out their final year of
high school but less likely to enroll in college the year after graduation (Levine
et al., 2017).
Lent et al. (1984) studied college students pursuing science and
engineering majors and found high self-efficacy influenced students’ academic
8

persistence, resulting in high academic achievement. Zimmerman et al. (1992)
used path analysis to show the effects that academic self-efficacy had on the
influence of self-perceptions for self-regulated learning on academic achievement.
Researchers found students perceived self-efficacy for self-regulated learning and
their efficacy for academic achievement positively correlated (Zimmerman et al.,
1992). Researchers concluded students who perceived themselves as capable of
regulating their own activities are more confident and attain higher academic
performance (Zimmerman et al., 1992). Self-regulated learning was the effort
students put forth to control and monitor their motivation and concentration (Tsai,
2013). Self-regulated learning is essential for students who could not manage their
time effectively or regulate their learning independently (Tsai, 2013). According
to Antonelli et al. (2020), self-regulated learning for first-generation college
students created relevance because of the increased academic demands, personal
and social responsibilities, and independence the students experienced.
First-generation college students struggled navigating the challenges they
encountered resulting from the newfound freedoms of college life (Falcon, 2015).
According to Tsai (2013), online learning environments required more maturity
and self-discipline than in the traditional classroom.
While emerging programs have resulted in the development of OCRP
options for students, there was a pressing need to research students’ perceptions
of how OCRPs influenced their perceived academic and social-emotional
preparedness, especially the experiences of first-generation college students. As
the number of rural, first-generation college students continued to rise (Byun
et al., 2017; Cataldi et al., 2018), despite the disproportionate challenges they
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faced (Antonelli et al., 2020; Cataldi et al., 2018; Davis, 2010; Demetriou et al.,
2017; Engle & Tinto, 2008; Mehta et al., 2011; Sienkiewicz, 2019), a need for
research on attaining post-secondary enrollment and the persistence of at-risk
students who participated in credit recovery in high school to complete a college
degree. Despite the robust research on first-generation college students, I found
little research on how participation in a credit recovery program might influence
the academic and social-emotional self-efficacy of first-generation college
students as they entered college. Further, there was limited research on rural,
first-generation college students that extended beyond the fortifications of higher
education to investigate if and how participation in an asynchronous credit
recovery program influenced students’ perceptions of academic performance and
social-emotional ideations. The purpose of this study coalesced as an investigate
pursuit of the influence of participation in asynchronous online high school credit
recovery programs influence on the perception of self-efficacy of rural,
first-generation college students regarding academic success and social-emotional
preparedness.
Research Questions
According to Alvesson and Sandberg (2013), “Research questions concern
the input and direction of a study, defining what a study is about and reflecting
curiosity of the researcher” (p. 2). Research questions directed a study and
provided the structure for presenting research (Creswell & Creswell, 2018;
Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Roberts & Hyatt, 2019). The following research
questions guided my study.
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Research Question 1
How does completion of an asynchronous online credit recovery program
influence the perception of self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college students
regarding academic success?
Research Question 2
How does completion of an asynchronous online credit recovery program
influence the perception of self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college students
regarding social-emotional preparedness?
Theoretical Framework
I utilized Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy as the theoretical framework
for this study examining the relationship between rural, first-generation college
students perceived self-efficacy regarding academic success and social-emotional
preparedness and their experiences completing asynchronous OCRP courses in
high school. Self-efficacy, defined as an individual’s belief that they were able to
reach a future goal or accomplish a task, and considered a principal determining
factor of people’s interests, actions, behavior, choices, and performance (Badura,
1977, 1984). Bandura (1977) claimed an individual’s concept of self-efficacy
played an important role in how individuals perceived actions and events and how
those actions and events influenced their behavior. My intent for this study was to
investigate how participation in asynchronous credit recovery influenced the
perceptions of rural, first-generation college students regarding academic success
and social-emotional preparedness.
Bandura (1994) defined perceived self-efficacy as “people’s beliefs about
their capabilities to produce designated levels of performance that exercise
11

influence over events that affect their lives” (p. 1). Bandura (1994) believed
self-efficacy determined how people felt about a situation, motivated themselves,
thought, and behaved. Bandura (1984) argued the outcomes people expected
depended on their judgments of what they believed they could accomplish.
Bandura (1994) claimed students, confident in their academic skills, possessed
higher expectations of themselves and generally accomplished positive outcomes
because of their confidence. In contrast, students, who lacked confidence,
possessed lower self-efficacy beliefs because of their self-perceptions (Bandura,
1994). Bandura (1994) stated students with poor self-efficacy would focus on
adverse outcomes when faced with difficult tasks rather than concentrate on how
to complete the task successfully. These students often slowly recover their sense
of efficacy following failures or setbacks (Bandura, 1994). The emotional,
psychological, and physical wellbeing of an individual influenced how they felt
about their capacities in a specific circumstance (Lopez-Garrido, 2020).
Participants in this study already worked to overcome academic challenges and
some type of credit deficiency as students graduated from high school because
they participated in credit recovery programs. This indicated they failed a course
needed for graduation at some point in their high school trajectory.
Self-efficacy beliefs influenced motivational and self-regulatory processes
by influencing the choices students made (Bandura, 1994). As first-generation
college students entered the collegiate atmosphere, differences felt when
comparing themselves to other students contributed to low levels of academic
self-efficacy and resulted in difficulties adjusting to the college setting (Falcon,
2015). These factors presented challenges for students’ engagement and
12

motivation in ways that impacted their academic achievement (Antonelli et al.,
2020).
Bandura (1994) contended competence, knowledge, and self-belief act
together to provide clarification of behavior. Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy
proposed students’ beliefs about their academic capabilities as the most important
components of motivation, self-regulation, and academic achievement. Mehta
et al. (2011) contended self-efficacy impacted first-generation college students’
ability to be involved socially on campus. First-generation college students
experienced greater stress and had fewer skills to handle stressors, often resulting
in lower academic performance and dissatisfaction that led to dropping out of
college (Carpenter & Pena, 2017; Davis, 2010; Mehta et al., 2011). According to
Brady-Amoon and Fuertes (2011), self-efficacy, rather than self-rated abilities,
also contributed to adjustment to college in first-generation undergraduate
students. Brady-Amoon and Fuertes (2011) found an association between
students’ self-efficacy and their academic performance. The association between
self-efficacy, academic performance, and managing social-emotional challenges
was positively correlated in terms of first-generation college students
(Brady-Amoon & Fuertes, 2011). In addition, Brady-Amoon and Fuertes (2011)
claimed self-efficacy as a predictor of first-generation college students’ academic
performance. Researchers concluded a relationship between students’
self-efficacy and their perceived academic success (Byun, 2017; Falcon, 2015). In
this study, I sought to investigate the experiences of rural, first-generation college
students who had participated in asynchronous credit recovery programs. I also
inquired as to the participants’ experiences in a credit recovery program and what
13

key elements of the experience influenced their self-efficacy related to academic
success and social-emotional preparedness for their college experiences.
Significance of the Study
The focus of this study was to address how participation in an
asynchronous credit recovery program influenced the perception of self-efficacy
of rural, first-generation college students regarding academic success and
social-emotional preparedness. First-generation college students possessed
characteristics associated with dropping out of school (Cataldi et al., 2018), and
rural, first-generation college students faced a unique set of challenges associated
with attaining a college degree included lack of social capital, lack of academic
preparedness, low self-confidence, low persistence, lack of family support, and
feelings of seclusion (Byun et al., 2017; Carpenter & Pena, 2017; Davis, 2010;
Meece et al., 2013). First-generation college students came from low-income
families or racial and ethnic minority cultures (Hirudayaraj & McLean, 2017;
Jenkins et al., 2013; Terenzini et al., 1996). According to Cataldi et al. (2018),
first-generation students existed at a disadvantage compared to their
non-first-generation peers, as they fielded little guidance from their parents and
little cultural capital that helped students navigate college. Rural students shared
similar characteristics with first-generation students, typically coming from
low-income households, lower socio-economic status, and single-parent family
structures (Byun et al., 2017; Irvin et al., 2011; Johnson et al., 2014; Meece et al.,
2013).
Byun et al. (2017) contended rural students, like first-generation students,
came from areas where academic preparedness was lacking, putting rural students
14

at a disadvantage as college enrollees. Rural and first-generation college students
existed as an at-risk population (Schultz, 2004). Rural and first-generation
students exhibited lower academic performance, struggled with independent
learning, and scored lower on standardized testing (Byun et al., 2017; Schultz,
2004; Xie, 2015). When including the experience of having to complete a credit
recovery program to graduate high school, the odds of matriculating to college
diminished for rural and first-generation college students (Byun et al., 2017;
Schelbe et al., 2019). Consideration of the students’ personal experiences led to
increased student growth, retention, and persistence among rural, first-generation
Due to the continued rise in rural and first-generation college students
(Cataldi et al., 2018), there arose a need for capturing rural, first-generation
students’ perceptions about continuing their education, especially students who
fell behind in credits for high school graduation. The perceived self-efficacy
regarding student experiences and outcomes formed the considerations in the
success and perseverance of rural, first-generation college students (Byun et al.,
2017; Schelbe et al., 2019).
Description of the Terms
Roberts and Hyatt (2019) indicated definitions for “terms used that do not
have a commonly known meaning or that have the possibility of being
misunderstood” (p. 111) and should be included in a study. I included terms in
this section that added precision to the study and clearly stated the terms and their
definitions as defined by this study.
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Academic Success
Academic success often attributed to the attainment of knowledge
demonstrated through high assessment grades (Cachia et al., 2018). For the
purpose of this study, academic success formed as students’ perception of their
own ability to be successful in their college courses and graduate from college.
Asynchronous Learning
Asynchronous learning included student-centered teaching methods used
in online learning that occurred in different times and spaces specific to each
learner (Finol, 2020). For the purpose of this study, asynchronous learning is
defined as no real-time interaction between the student and the instructor.
Academic content was available online and accessed when convenient for the
learner.
Credit Recovery
Credit recovery was a program that allowed high school students to
recover course credit for classes they had previously failed (U.S. Department of
Education, 2015).
First-Generation College Student
First-generation college students were college students whose parents did
not have a bachelor’s or higher degree (National Center for Educational Statistics,
2018).
Rural High School Students
For the purpose of this study, rural high schools’ students are students in
grades 9-12 in a rural area with a population of less than 25,000 in southeast
Georgia.
16

Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy defined as an individual’s belief in their capacity to execute
behaviors necessary to produce specific accomplishments. Self-efficacy reflected
assurance in the ability to exert control over one’s motivation, social environment,
and behavior (Bandura, 1977, 1984, 1994).
Social-Emotional Preparedness
For the purpose of this study, social-emotional preparedness is a student’s
perceived ability to make responsible decisions and solve challenging situations
regarding their educational attainment and progression. The expected standards of
social-emotional skills included the attitudes, knowledge, and skills necessary for
people to recognize and control their emotions and behaviors (Bandura, 1977,
1984, 1994). Some examples of social-emotional preparedness included
displaying self-control, exhibiting social competence, demonstrating problem
solving ability, setting, and pursuing goals, having a positive self-image, exerting
perseverance, and asking for help when needed.
Organization of the Study
Chapter I of this study, I introduced background information about rural,
first-generation college students and their matriculation after high school. The
statement of the problem included the lack of research of rural, first-generation
college students that investigated if and how participation in an asynchronous
credit recovery program influenced their perceptions of academic performance
and social-emotional ideations. I presented Bandura’s Theory of Self-Efficacy as
the framework that guided the research questions and the study, along with the
theoretical framework and significance of the study. A review of the literature
17

was included in Chapter II that discussed the history of online learning in the
K-12 setting, as well as high schools and online learning. I introduced credit
recovery and included high school completion, post-secondary enrollment,
challenges, criticisms, and the benefits and effectiveness of OCRPs. Rural high
schools, first-generation college students, and self-efficacy research emerged in
the literature review. In Chapter III, I described the methodology used in this
study. The chapter was comprised of the research design, the researcher’s role, the
participants, data collection, and methods of analysis. Chapter III also included
how I addressed trustworthiness, as well as the limitations, delimitations, and
assumptions of the study. In Chapter IV, I presented the data analysis pertaining
to the research questions and a summary of the results. Finally, in Chapter V I
presented with a discussion of the conclusions of the study and recommendations
regarding the implications for practice and future research.
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
Staying on track for high school graduation was dependent on student
successfully passing required courses and accrual of required course credits
(Stephens et al., 2016; Watson & Gemin, 2008). If not successful, students used
programs to recover deficient credits and graduate on time. School systems have
traditionally offered remedial courses within the summer, such as traditional
summer school where there is a classroom and a teacher providing instruction
(Eddy, 2013; Viano & Henry, 2018). Online credit recovery options appealed for
states and districts with rural populations because these programs allowed schools
to serve students in remote areas with little resources during the year
(Di Beneditto, 2018; Frazelle, 2016; Murin et al., 2015; Stephens et al., 2016).
There was a gap in the research regarding rural, first-generation college students
who participated in credit recovery and the influence of their self-efficacy
resulting from participation in these programs upon their perceived academic
success and social-emotional preparedness as they transitioned to post-secondary
education (Peterson-Graziose et al., 2013; Schelbe et al., 2019; Watson & Gemin,
2008).
The social and economic costs for students who failed to complete high
school is often adverse (Davis et al., 2015; Roska & Kingsley, 2019; Stevens
et al., 2016). Students who failed to complete high school earned less income over
their lifetimes and were more likely to be unemployed (Stevens et al., 2016; U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015), suffered from more health problems (America’s
Promise Alliance, 2019), and were at a higher risk for incarceration (Stevens
et al., 2016; Sum et al., 2009). At the turn of the 21st century, the U.S.
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government implemented legislative initiatives, designed to increase high school
graduation rates, which became the focus of state educators (No Child Left
Behind, 2001; The White House, n.d.). According to Carnevale et al. (2016),
these efforts to increase the graduation rate led to a decrease in the dropout rates.
Further, Carnevale et al. (2016) argued increasing the high school graduation rate
would result in $3 billion in increased annual earnings, contribute to the creation
of over 14,000 new jobs, and produce increased tax revenues.
First-generation college students showed an increased likelihood
compared to their non-first-generation college peers to come from low-income
households and contained fewer resources than their counterparts (Reford et al.,
2017; Schelbe et al., 2019). First-generation college students struggled with the
decision of entering the labor force or attending college (Davis et al., 2015). Rural
students often shared the same characteristics as first-generation college students.
Rural students, like first-generation college students, often came from low-income
households and were likely to attend high schools with limited resources to
adequately prepare them for college (Byun et al., 2017; Irvin et al., 2011). For
students, coming from rural areas, who were also first-generation college students
and had to complete credit recovery to finish high school, the pressure to obtain a
college degree could deter them from matriculating to a post-secondary option
(Hiudayaraj & McLean, 2017). The self-esteem of at-risk first-generation college
students directly correlated to student attrition at 77% (Peterson-Graziose et al.,
2013). In the existing studies on rural, first-generation college students, there was
a gap in the literature regarding the experiences of students who participated in
credit recovery to graduate and the influence of those experiences on their
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perceived self-efficacy regarding potential academic success and social-emotional
preparedness (Falcon, 2015; Peterson-Graziose et al., 2013; Schelbe et al., 2019).
Students’ ability to actively cope with stressors associated with
experiences of first-generation college students as they progressed through
college had a direct influence on the outcome of their social-emotional challenges
and had an impact on their academic outcomes (Mehta et al., 2011; Petty, 2014).
Mehta et al. (2011), went on to say first-generation college students enter college
with greater stress and lesser means of coping and has an impact on students’
abilities to become socially involved in college and can result in lower academic
performance and college dissatisfaction. In addition, the distinctive obstacles
rural, first-generation college students faced, and their self-efficacy regarding
their perception of college attainment effected their academic and
social-emotional preparedness in an online setting (Falcon, 2015;
Peterson-Graziose et al., 2013).
The History of K-12 Online Learning
In 2002, President Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) to
close the student achievement gap by providing students with a fair and equal
opportunity to obtain a high-quality education (No Child Left Behind Act, of
2001). NCLB was the first national law to require consequences for schools in the
United States based on standardized test scores. A criticism of NCLB was
negative cost it had on students’ social-emotional well-being, causing higher
levels of test anxiety for children (Whitney & Candelaria, 2017). In 2009,
President Obama pledged $500 million in federal funds for the creation of new
online courses and materials (Obama White House Archives, n.d.). In 2010, the
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Obama administration presented Congress with a Blueprint for Reform of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Obama White House Archives (n.d.),
that addressed issues created by the No Child Left Behind Act enacted by the
Bush Administration (Obama Whitehouse Archives, n.d.). Blueprint for Reform
provided states flexibility within the law to pursue plans to close achievement
gaps, improve quality of teaching, and improve educational outcomes for all
students. In 2012, the Obama Administration provided $60 million to support
grants to improve access to learning technology (Obama Whitehouse Archives,
n.d.). In 2014, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) established an
E-Rate program that provided discounts to eligible schools and libraries for
telecommunications, telecommunication services, and internet access as well as
managed internal broadband services and basic maintenance of internal
connections. In 2019, the maximum amount of funding for the E-Rate program
was $4.15 billion (Federal Communications Commission, 2020).
With President Obamas pledge of $500 million, the development of
online courses and materials caused their own fruition. The progression of online
courses began with students having the ability to access the internet in schools
(Federal Communications Commission, 2020; Patrick et al., 2020). This
advancement grew from 14% of schools in the United States having access to the
internet in classrooms by 1996 to 98% of schools having internet access in 2020
(Federal Communications Commission, 2020). The online enrollment of
approximately 45,000 students in the 2000 academic year has grown to 6,932,074
students in 2018 (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2018). In 2019, 32
states operated full-time public online schools (Digital Learning Collaborative,
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2020). Several contexts exist for online credit recovery, such as a replacement for
face-to-face instruction, which included virtual learning, or as enrichment for
face-to-face learning that included online activities. The U.S. Department of
Education (2010) claimed, “Online learning overlaps with the broader category of
distance learning, which encompasses earlier technologies such as
correspondence courses, educational television and videoconferencing” (p. xi).
In 2020, The Aurora Institute recommended federal policy priorities to
accelerate educational innovation (Patrick et al., 2020). According to Patrick et al.
(2020), one of the Federal Policy Priorities was to increase access to broadband
connectivity. The Aurora Institute recommended the FCC examine E-Rate
funding for increased usage by schools, simplify the E-Rate application process,
fully fund E-Rate to provide access to the internet for all students, families, and
educators, and ensure every school, district, library, and home had internet access
and the technology to access learning opportunities anytime or anywhere (Patrick
et al., 2020). E-Rate referred to the funding cap of the Schools and Libraries
program that provided discounts to eligible schools to obtain internet access and
telecommunications services (Federal Communications Division, 2020). For rural,
first-generation college students, often in remote areas of low-income
communities, these initiatives provided educational opportunities (Patrick et al.,
2020).
Online Learning
By the school year 2014-2015, online education became more common at
the high school level (Meyer, 2014), with more than 89% of all high school
offering some type of credit recovery (Noble et al., 2017). According to Meyer
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(2014), online high schools expanded the range of courses offered to students,
especially in small, rural, or inner-city schools, beyond what a single school or
system could offer. Additionally, online learning options provided flexibility for
students facing scheduling conflicts (Levine et al., 2017). Further, online
education options provided student learning opportunities not afforded in the
traditional setting, such as credit recovery, which allowed at-risk students
opportunities to continue their studies outside the classroom (Meyer, 2014). Prior
to this, students attended summer school or repeated courses in the traditional
setting (Heppen et al., 2017).
According to Watson (2007), online learning took place both in real-time
(i.e., synchronous) and not in real-time (i.e., asynchronous). Synchronous learning
tools included webcasting, chat rooms, and desktop audio/video technologies that
utilized systems to simulate face-to-face teaching strategies like holding meetings
and lectures with groups of students (U.S. Department of Education, 2020b). With
the increase and advancements in technology, both asynchronous and
synchronous learning tools evolved in school systems across the country
(Aggarwal et al., 2006).
Asynchronous learning modulates learning to happen on one’s own time
(Finol, 2020). It can be carried out online or offline and can be done anywhere at
any time (Watson, 2007). Asynchronous coursework delivered via the internet,
email, and online forums (Hrastinski, 2008; Watson, 2007). According to the U.S.
Department of Education (2010), examples of asynchronous communication tools
were e-mail, threaded discussion boards, and newsgroups. Asynchronous
communication tools allowed users to contribute at their convenience. These
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Asynchronous Learning Networks varied in scope and sequence (i.e., ideas and
concepts covered in a course) (Mayadas, 1997). Materials included text-based
lecture notes, discussion boards, pre-recorded lectures, podcasts, or self-guided
interactive learning modules. The provision and completion of the instructional
materials, based on the student’s own time schedule, reinforces its asynchronous
nature (Hrastinski, 2008). Asynchronous learning provided individual pacing,
scheduling flexibility, and asynchronous collaboration and allowed student
flexibility (Hrastinski, 2008).
Disadvantages included a less collaborative classroom environment,
leading students to increased transactional distance meaning as the level of
interaction between instructor and student decreases, learner autonomy must
increase resulting in more feelings of isolation (Steinman, 2007), asynchronous
courses did not meet face-to-face; teachers relied on asynchronous tools for
learning, resulting in students feeling isolated and not a part of the learning
community, which was essential for collaboration (Hrastinski, 2008). The rapidly
changing nature of technology presented another disadvantage for asynchronous
learning; students needed to be up to date with computers and maintain internet
service, which posed unfortunate problems in remote areas (Aggarwal et al.,
2006).
Credit Recovery
A shift in the accountability movement took place around 2010 – 2011
when the No Child Left Behind Act required high schools to report their four-year
cohort graduation rates (No Child Left Behind High Act, 2001). In 2010,
President Obama joined America’s Promise Alliance to launch the GradNation
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campaign, which set a national goal of 90% high school completion rate by 2020
(America’s Promise Alliance, 2019). Additionally, in 2012, President Obama
introduced the Race to the Top initiative that allocated funds to low-performing
schools for restructuring based on test scores and graduation rates (The White
House, n.d.). As a result of these initiatives, high school graduation merged into
the priority of high-stakes accountability targets (Viano & Henry, 2018).
According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2019), the high
school graduation rate in the United States was at 85% in the 2016-2017 school
year, which was an increase from 79% in the 2010-2011 school year.
According to Viano and Henry (2018), a solution for low accumulation of
credits and to increase graduation rates was for students to be able to earn credits
they had lost from failing courses. Historically, school leaders had accomplished
this by offering remedial courses in the summer, such as traditional summer
school, or after school, repeating the course at another time, or grade level
retention (Eddy, 2013; Viano & Henry, 2018). In accordance with improvements
in technology, schools progressively opted for OCRP over traditional face-to-face
courses (Noble et al., 2017).
Credit recovery programs allowed students to make up credit when
students had already participated in the course, referred to as seat time (Watson &
Gemini, 2008). The U.S. Department of Education (2018) defined credit recovery
as “a strategy that encourages at-risk students to re-take a previously failed course
required for high school graduation and earn credit if the student successfully
completes the course requirements” (p. 1). According to Watson and Gemin
(2008), credit recovery differed from a first-time credit where the student had
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already completed the seat time requirements but defined unsuccessful in the
course. Credit recovery programs provided alternative methods for students to
earn credits and graduate on time which reduced dropout rates (Noble et al.,
2017).
Programs providing credit recovery housed in different locations, with
instructional methods, and during alternative times, and occasionally take place in
and out of the traditional classroom during school hours, after school hours,
evenings, weekends, and in summer school (Watson & Gemin, 2008). School
systems had both synchronous and asynchronous options for credit recovery.
School district leaders had the choice to implement their own programs for credit
recovery by using free online resources and their own curricula or use online
materials from commercial vendors (Dessoff, 2009). The objective of providing
credit recovery was the same regardless of how districts use credit recovery: give
students the opportunity to recover lost credits from failed courses and help
students stay in school and graduate on time (Dessoff, 2009; Watson & Gemin,
2008).
Advances in technology provided different avenues for students to recover
credits in a more efficient way so they could graduate on time (Pettyjohn &
LaFrance, 2014). Students needed to recover credits due to failing a course or
dropping out of a class. A student who had failed several classes was not likely to
be at-risk, while a student who failed only one course did not always carry the
at-risk label (Watson & Gemin, 2008). Students who were not successful in a
traditional classroom could earn course credits with alternative approaches such
as credit recovery (Lowen & Fryer, 2006). The focus for credit recovery was to
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recover the credit for the course and master the content standards for the
particular course (Watson & Gemin, 2008). The U.S. Department of Education
(2018) reported, in the 2014-2015 school year, public high schools used credit
recovery to increase graduation rates; at least 89% of U.S. high schools offered at
least one credit recovery course, and approximately 15% of all U.S. high school
students participated in at least one credit recovery course (U.S. Department of
Education, 2018).
Credit Recovery Methods
According to a report published by the U.S. Department of Education in
2014-2015, 89% of high schools nationwide offered at least one credit recovery
course. There were several different methods of the delivery of credit recovery
programs, of these 71% of U.S. schools provided online credit recovery, both
synchronous and asynchronous. Mostly regular classroom teachers, followed by
online course providers, provided the instruction in online courses. The majority
of high schools across the nation reported offering online credit recovery courses
during the regular school day (U.S. Department of Education, 2018).
Face-to-face. A traditional form of face-to-face credit recovery mirrored
summer school, where a student would recover the lost credit in a traditional
setting in the summer (Eddy, 2013). Face-to-face direct instruction provided
re-teaching of the curriculum (Yelon, 2006). For students who struggled to meet
academic standards in a course they previously failed, face-to-face methods
offered direct teacher instruction to fill in the gap from the initial course (Boss &
Railsback, 2002). Boss and Railsback (2002) claimed the individualized or
small-group instruction provided effective methods of re-teaching. Using a direct
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face-to-face teaching method for credit recovery offered students direction for the
objectives, main ideas, and concepts and provided effective and immediate
feedback (Yelon, 2006). In a study comparing face-to-face credit recovery and
asynchronous credit recovery in algebra, students who took the online credit
recovery course had lower scores on an end-of-course assessment, and less
confidence in their mathematical abilities than students who participated in the
face-to-face course (Heppen et al., 2017). According to Heppen et al. (2017)
while students possessed a likelihood to pass a face-to-face course than students
assigned to the asynchronous credit recovery course, there was no statistically
significant difference in the high school graduation rate (Heppen et al., 2017).
Blended learning. Blended learning, or hybrid learning, was the
combination of online and face-to-face learning in which at least 30% of the
course was online (Eddy, 2013; Fisher et al., 2017). Blended learning combined
both synchronous and asynchronous methods of instruction (Fisher et al., 2017).
Students attended required face-to-face sessions with a certified teacher, and then
learned in part through an online platform (Horn & Staker, 2014). In a blended
learning credit recovery method, a teacher filled roles of guide and supervisor to
students, as well as maneuver them with instruction that kept them on track
(Fisher et al., 2017). Maxwell (2016) claimed blended learning both gave the
student control over time, path, or pace in asynchronous learning and provided an
integrated learning experience in a supervised brick-and-mortar location.
Asynchronous credit recovery. Different OCRPs were available for
schools to assist students in earning credit for an unsuccessful course attempt
(Murin et al., 2015). According to Murin et al. (2015), online credit recovery was
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an asynchronous computer-based delivery model that utilized computer-based
software with little, if any, teacher involvement. Online credit recovery was
competency-based, which allowed students to move to another topic as they
demonstrated mastery (Levine et al., 2017). Asynchronous credit recovery
allowed students to recover credits at their own pace and at a faster rate than if
they were to repeat the course (Eddy, 2013).
The Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE) utilized Georgia Virtual
Credit Recovery for students to recover credits in the state of Georgia (GaDOE,
2020), which provided a teacherless, flexible environment with courses aligned to
the Georgia state standards. Students completed the coursework on their own time
in addition to unit tests proctored at the student’s high school. All courses
required a final exam or an End of Course Exam (Georgia Credit Recovery,
2020).
Credit Recovery, High School Completion, and Post-Secondary Enrollment
According to Viano and Henry (2018), the rate of students who completed
credit recovery was more predicative of high school graduation than the school’s
actual graduation rate. Among students who participated in credit recovery
compared to students who failed courses or repeated courses, students were able
to recover credits and stay in high school (Viano & Henry, 2018). Malkus and
Cummings (2018) claimed the function of credit recovery was to give students
second chances to stay on track for graduation; however, the benefits of credit
recovery on student success of learning the curriculum were insufficient.
According to a quantitative study conducted by Eddy and Ballenger
(2016), using a sample population in a mid-sized Texas school district, using
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OCRPs, specifically Edgenuity, increased the probability of students graduating
over other outcomes such as dropping out. The researchers also concluded in the
subject of English I, freshman students were five times more likely to pass
English II after participating in Edgenuity (Eddy & Ballenger, 2016). The results
of this study provided that students successfully regained credits needed for
graduation, and researchers found the number of credits recovered during grades
10–12 predicted whether the students would graduate (Eddy & Ballenger, 2016).
Levine et al. (2017) researched the effectiveness and promising practices
of OCRPs. The researchers focused on four areas and compared students taking
an OCRP to students who did not participate in credit recovery but in a traditional
classroom. Levine et al. 2017) compared, using a multi-level mixed-effect logistic
regression analysis, graduation, dropout, and college enrollment rates and state
assessment scores of approximately 2,000 students from 24 Massachusetts high
schools across 11 districts with higher than state average dropout rates in
2011-2015. This study included students who participated in credit recovery
courses and endured continuous assessment during the students’ final year of
participation in credit recovery, one year later, and two years later. Levine et al.,
(2017) found students who participated in OCRPs were more likely to graduate
two years after participating in OCRPs and less likely to drop out during their
final year of school. They were also less likely to enroll in college the year after
graduation and had lower scores on end-of-course exams in math and science
(Levine et al., 2017).
Other researchers had similar findings in other studies on OCRPs. Watson
and Gemin (2008) reported, in 2006-2007 students in Florida Virtual Schools
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self-reported a credit recovery pass rate of 90.2%, similar to the 92.1% pass rate
for the United States. According to the data, students taking OCRPs maintained
close academic success as students taking courses for enrichment or acceleration
or a course not available at their home school (Watson & Gemin, 2008). Pettyjohn
and LaFrance (2014) conducted a qualitative study on the benefits and challenges
of OCRPs through the lens of both students and staff. In analyzing student
interviews several themes emerged. First, students acknowledged their own
success or failure was entirely in their hands. Second, complicated situations (e.g.,
economic disadvantage and home life) affected all aspects of the students’ lives,
including their schoolwork. Third, students experienced ownership and control of
their learning. Students cited several characteristics of circumstances and online
learning that promoted control and choice. Finally, the students indicated their
experiences in online learning carried over into other areas of their lives, such as
increasing skills (e.g., notetaking), which made them feel more resourceful and
assisted in finding information needed on the internet (Pettyjohn & LeFrance,
2014).
In a case study of online credit recovery, four types of learners emerged:
engaged learners, moonlighters, normal exerters, and incompatible strugglers
(Darling-Aduana et al., 2018). Engaged users had the least amount of idle time
between indicators of active use. They completed more activities per day and
finished their courses in fewer sessions. Moonlighters made up approximately
four-fifths of the students, and their logins to OCRPs occurred outside the regular
school day. Nominal exerters are students who spent more time in idle mode.
These students logged in for more sessions but completed fewer activities per day.
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Lastly, incompatible strugglers were students who demonstrated lower rates of
personal discipline and academic preparation. Darling-Aduana et al. (2018) found
a higher proportion of idle time in asynchronous credit recovery students being
strongly associated with lower rates of completing and passing courses and lower
grades in general.
In a mixed-methods study conducted by Oliver et al. (2009), teachers
reported weaknesses for students in credit recovery, including weaknesses in
academic proficiency, technical skills, and self-direction. In 2018, the U.S.
Department of Education released an issue brief of a sponsored study on the
efficacy of OCRPs for grade 9 students who failed Algebra I and found most
students successfully recovered credits for Algebra I; however, students
participating in an OCRP, as opposed to a traditional in-person course, scored
lower on an end-of-course assessment, and received lower grades. The survey did
not examine the effectiveness of OCRPs but instead examined characteristics of
schools offering OCRPs (U.S. Department of Education, 2018).
Benefits of Online Credit Recovery Programs
According to Pettyjohn and LaFrance (2014), using OCRPs allowed credit
deficient high school students multiple opportunities to receive credits and
graduate on time. OCRPs offered a self-paced format that provided a different
approach for students who had not been successful in the traditional classroom
(Vedoe, 2019). For school systems, OCRPs met budgetary concerns for
remediation efforts and allowed students to recover credits without taking
additional seat time or requiring additional staffing (Eddy, 2013; Noble et al.,
2017). Schools in rural areas found OCRP options to be valuable because they
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allowed schools to serve students in remote areas throughout the year, in an array
of subjects with fewer additional resources, while offering greater choice and
flexibility for students (Oliver et al., 2009; Stevens et al., 2016).
Self-regulated learning (SRL) was a tool to regulate the learning habits of
students who participated in online courses (Tsai, 2013). According to Tsai
(2013), SRL proved necessary because students lacked the capacity to manage
their time efficiently or adjust their learning independence, and students needed
extra support in the online environment. Morin (2020) stated the Universal Design
for Learning used a variety of teaching methods to remove barriers to learning
and provide opportunities for all students to succeed by offering flexibility in the
way students accessed materials and demonstrated their knowledge. OCRPs
tailored learning to individual students by using flexible pacing and schedules,
preparing students for standardized assessments, monitoring, and reporting about
participation and progress, and offering a flexible environment to recover
deficiencies while attending high school and graduate on time (Eddy, 2013;
Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014).
Noble et al. (2017) contended the most beneficial trends of OCRPs offered
students and schools flexibility and autonomy, provided feedback and pacing, and
allowed for individualized learning than face-to-face instruction. Failure in a core
subject prevented students from advancing with their peers and contributed to the
threat of withdrawing from school (Loewen & Fryer, 2006). OCRPs altered
student outcomes by allowing them to succeed while remaining within their home
schools and continuing with other courses (Loewen & Fryer, 2006). Implemented
to serve students of all ages, all abilities, and all backgrounds, regardless of their
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locations, with highly qualified support using digital resources and content, is the
function of OCRPs (Loewen & Fryer, 2006; Watson & Gemin, 2008; Pettyjohn &
LaFrance, 2014).
Levine et al. (2017) found credit recovery improved educational outcomes
for at-risk students. Participants in online courses were more likely than students
who did not participate in online courses to have graduated two years after their
final year of participation, were less likely to drop out during their high school
career and were instrumental sources in students’ progression to graduation
(Levine et al., 2017). From a social-emotional perspective, OCRPs allowed
students to maintain their class status with their peers, which contributed to higher
self-esteem (Franco & Patel, 2011).
In a study comparing students retaking a course online with students
retaking a course in-person, Hart et al. (2019) discovered the online setting
increased opportunities for students to recover more credits in addition to their
current courses. Hart et al. (2019) also determined students who retook courses
they had previously failed showed a likelihood to pass the concurrent course and
persist through grade 12. The researchers also revealed students who repeated
courses online (OCRP) were more likely to be on track by their projected final
term in senior year, as compared to peers who retook coursework in face-to-face
settings (Hart et al., 2019).
According to Hughes et al. (2015), grade 9 students were more likely to
earn a C or better in OCRP courses as opposed to face-to-face courses and were
more likely to succeed in online courses than face-to-face courses. According to
Franco and Patel (2011), students defined as being on the bubble of passing
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courses and who participated in OCRPs to recover credit for the course had the
capacity of comprehending the content and being academically successful.
OCRPs were most successful when they were set up to provide control of learning
at the hands of the students (Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014). At-risk students often
displayed weakness in academic proficiency, self-direction, and technical skills,
so learning in a way that was different for students to interact with academic
content allowed those students to develop positive self-efficacy for learning new
content (Oliver et al., 2009; Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014). The sequence and
structure presentation of content in OCRPs contributed to greater understanding
and lasting learning (Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014). OCRPs reduced distractions
and allowed the students to track their progress to set personal goals and see
immediate results (Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014).
Tsai (2013) claimed a vital challenge for online learning was how
involved the student was in an online course. The effective design of the course
and delivery methods posed challenges for both students and teachers (Tsai,
2013). Because students must learn independently, online students needed to have
more self-discipline than traditional students (Tsai, 2013). Meyer (2014) also
stated, “Achieving student engagement in online courses may be more important
than on-campus courses because online students have fewer ways to engage with
the institution and perhaps greater demands on their time and attention as well”
(p. 1). Meyer (2014) referred to Astin’s theory of involvement, which suggested
the more students engaged in activities, academic or not, the more they developed
the self-confidence and abilities to complete their education and learn more.
According to Astin (1999), “The greater the student’s involvement in college, the
36

greater will be the amount of student learning and personal development”
(p. 529). This implied the more involved one was in an activity, the more one
learned, knew, and understood. According to Demetriou et al. (2017),
first-generation college students actively engaged in course work, had more
positive self-efficacy of their academic abilities, and were more successful as a
result.
Challenges of Online Credit Recovery
According to Meyer (2014), colleges and universities faced challenges
regarding static budgets and funding, increasing access, student enrollment,
improving graduation rates, and efficiency of services. Online learning, via
distance education, served to expand access to prospective students seeking
further training or educational attainment (Meyer, 2014). Students also faced
challenges in the field of online learning. Technology changed at a rapid pace,
and keeping up was a challenge for students academically, financially, and
technologically (Barter, 2011). Online courses required the use of technology,
internet service, and basic software. Students did not always have access to these
as expected (Barter, 2011). Additionally, students with physical or learning
disabilities also encountered challenges with online courses (Watson, 2007).
Online learning brought about other challenges, for instance, the removal
from a traditional classroom setting (Steinman, 2007). Historically, early learning
took place in a traditional setting, and transitioning to online presented a learning
curve for some students (Steinman, 2007). According to Steinman (2007),
students who took asynchronous courses developed adverse perceptions of online
courses when experiencing a large distance from other students and the instructor.
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According to Moore (1997), transactional distance had a direct effect on online
learning, the more transactional distance between the instructor and student, the
more autonomy needed. This was important because students may have had
adverse perceptions of online courses if they experienced large transactional
distance from the other students and the instructor (Moore, 1997; Steinman,
2007). Steinman (2007) also stated transactional distance influenced whether a
student stayed in a course or dropped the course. Transactional distance
influenced students’ participation, motivation, and engagement with learning
online (Kumtepe et al., 2017). The greater the transactional distance, the less
interactive communications occurred and the more the learning experience
suffered; therefore, students needed to interact for learning to occur (Steinman,
2007).
Steinman (2007) contended two types of transactional distance affected
student satisfaction and retention: learner-to-instructor and learner-to-other
students. Learner-to-instructor transactional distances increased when students felt
a separation of communication between the instructor and themselves. Because
online instruction did not lend itself to face-to-face interaction, students felt
disconnected from the instructor (Steinman, 2007). Steinman (2007) suggested
online classes should have a time when students met with their instructor via
email, phone call, or Skype methods or have interactive office hours. Students’
experienced increased satisfaction when the feeling of remoteness was removed
(Steinman, 2007).
In the learner-to-other student transactional distance model, Steinman
(2007) compared this to a face-to-face classroom learning experience.
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Communication and collaboration among students in a classroom where social
elements disappeared with online learning (Steinman, 2007). Steinman (2007)
claimed when communication and collaboration ceased, it left students with a
feeling of disconnection from the class. “Sharing new ideas and information
becomes a powerful force in the development of new knowledge” (Steinman,
2007, p. 50). The use of discussion boards, emails, chat rooms, and electronic
whiteboards in online courses helped students learn more effectively and
collaboratively by reducing learner-learner transactional distance (Falloon, 2011).
Steinman (2007) stated, “There is clearly a need to provide some type of
opportunity for students to interact, which will reduce transactional distance and
counteract the sense of isolation” (p. 50).
Heppen et al. (2017) found, in a study about whether students performed
better in face-to-face credit recovery as opposed to asynchronous online credit
recovery, students in the face-to-face programs scored higher on end of course
assessments and were more confident in their academic abilities than students in
the OCRPs. The researchers did not explore the long-term effects of progressing
through to on-time graduation, just the immediate course the student had failed
and recovered (Heppen et al., 2017). In the short term, Heppen et al. (2017) found
students benefited more from a face-to-face course as opposed to an online course
due to the fact students were more likely to recover more credits and learn more
material than an online option.
According to Watson and Gemin (2008), online learning programs often
aimed at increasing educational opportunities to meet the needs of the diverse
student. Schools attempted to increase course offerings that would otherwise be
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inaccessible and to meet the needs of the individual student, by offering online
courses (Watson & Gemin, 2008). The increase in online learning, specifically
credit recovery, redefined the reach of technology to meet the needs of all
students, including those in need of recovering academic credits toward
graduation (Watson & Gemin, 2008).
Criticisms and Effectiveness of Online Credit Recovery Programs
With the pressure to raise graduation rates, the burden to do something
conflicted with the need to provide students with the skills to achieve success in
post-secondary work or education (Murin et al., 2015). OCRPs lowered the bar
for passing the course and did not challenge students to raise their performance
level to be successful (Murin et al., 2015). Falk (2017) claimed, although 75% of
high schools integrated OCRPs and increased graduation rates, some OCRPs had
a negative impact on students’ academic performance. Online credit recovery
students, when compared to students in face-to-face credit recovery courses,
performed lower academically and were not as successful in earning the lost
credit (Falk, 2017; Hart et al., 2019).
Among the worst offenders in this regard [were] some products and
programs that call[ed] themselves ‘online.’ These are often
computer-based software programs that [were] low cost, [had] very low
levels (if any) of teacher involvement and require[d] very little of students
in demonstrating proficiency. (Murin et al., 2015, p. 10)
These programs primarily existed because they were inexpensive, and they
allowed schools to say students passed whether they learned anything or not
(Noble et al., 2017; Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014). According to Pettyjohn and
40

LaFrance (2014), critics were concerned with the OCRP options running the risk
of “shuffling students out the door” (p. 208) without having received the
necessary skills to be successful in the course they recovered.
According to Eddy (2013), critics identified areas of concern for
administrators and districts when implementing OCRPs, such as not providing the
same level of rigor as the traditional classroom. Additionally, little data existed
concerning the rigor and effectiveness of OCRPs (Eddy, 2013; Pettyjohn &
LaFrance, 2014). Each OCRP had its own set of strengths and limitations and
finding the perfect option was dependent on the priorities and local needs of a
district (Levine et al., 2017). Critics also contended OCRPs had limitations that
included at-risk students needing support, motivation, and scaffolding that an
asynchronous program did not provide (Noble et al., 2017). The integrity of credit
recovery underwent challenge due to programs lacking in accountability, limiting
student-instructor interaction, and sacrificing rigor for convenience (Powell et al.,
2015). Participating in credit recovery also reduced student learning as measured
by End-of-Course Exams and ACT scores in English, math, and biology (Powell
et al., 2015).
Students in need of OCRPs faced barriers in completing asynchronous
credit recovery (e.g., lack of motivation and poor self-efficacy of at-risk students;
lack of academic proficiency from failing a course; lack of technical skills and
self-direction) (Eaton, 2020; Falk, 2017; Pettyjohn & LeFrance, 2014). Although
the capability of OCRPs suggested enriched flexibility to anyone with internet
access, not all students had the same abilities to access and participate in online
learning (Watson & Gemin, 2008). Some asynchronous OCRPs were set up to
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choose where and when students participated, which required the students’ ability
to self-monitor and collect resources independently (Pettyjohn & LaFrance,
2014). If student motivation lacked, there was no electronic educational
professional to provide encouragement or support (Falk, 2017). Hart et al. (2019)
found students who took an online credit recovery course also found the online
setting to be less effective in comparison to those students who completed a
face-to-face course. This proved especially true for students who were most
at-risk with prior lower academic performance, who also learned less in the online
setting (Hart et al., 2019).
Students faced other challenges with OCRPs, such as lacking time
management skills, lacking social interaction skills, and determining practical
applications (Eaton, 2020; Falk, 2017; Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014). Time
management was a top challenge for students, due to it depending entirely on
self-motivation. Students who lacked self-control and motivation found it difficult
to stay on pace with the OCRPs (Eaton, 2020; Levine et al., 2017). Eaton (2020)
claimed students who participated in online courses also had concerns about the
negative effects of matriculating to a desired college or university. For example,
students who participated in OCRPs did not have the required GPA to get into
four-year colleges due to failing courses in high school. As a result of taking
OCRPs, limited options existed for students and their post-secondary pursuits
(Eaton, 2020; Eddy & Ballenger, 2016; Levine et al., 2017).
The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) considered OCRPs
as nontraditional courses; therefore, a student who wanted to play collegiate
sports needed to repeat the course instead of opting for a credit recovery course to
42

be eligible to play in college (National Collegiate Athletic Association, 2020).
OCRPs failed to meet the NCAA core-course requirements because ORCPs did
not require the student to complete the entire course, allowed students to complete
multiple courses at the same time, did not prepare students for four-year college
coursework, and did not require regular and ongoing instructive interaction
between the student and the teacher throughout the duration of the course (Falk,
2017; National Collegiate Athletic Association, 2020).
According to Levine et al. (2017), even though participants in an OCRP
were more likely to graduate high school because of completing credit recovery,
they were less likely than students who did not take a credit recovery course to
enroll in college in the year after high school. College enrollment did not favor
students who had participated in OCRPs, as they scored lower on state exams in
both math and science (Levine et al., 2017). Online credit recovery students who
failed courses had lower GPAs, which lessened their prospect of acceptance into
some colleges (Eddy & Ballenger, 2016; Levine et al., 2017). Barriers for rural
students participating in credit recovery included the lack of teacher guidance and
support, computer, or internet connection at home, or technical support to
continue with the course on their own (Levine et al., 2017; Stevens et al., 2016).
Examination of the effectiveness of OCRPs produced mixed outcomes
(Noble et al., 2017). There was limited evidence on the effectiveness of OCRPs,
as opposed to traditional face-to-face credit recovery courses other than to boost
the graduation rate (Rickles et al., 2018). Research on the effectiveness of OCRPs
was not tracked at most state levels; as a result, it was difficult to know the extent
to which OCRPs were effective (Eddy, 2013). Noble et al. (2017) also found it
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was difficult to assess the effectiveness of OCRPs because of how researchers
characterized and measured effectiveness. Frazelle (2016) contended, “Despite
this growing popularity, research on what constitutes an effective credit recovery
program remains limited, particularly in regard to specific strategies that could be
linked to higher student passing rates” (p. 3). The overall goal for OCRP was to
get students back on track for graduation with their cohort and deter students from
dropping out of high school (Noble et al., 2017). Students participating in OCRPs
helped increase the high school graduation rate, but state data focused on the
number of graduates in a cohort, as opposed to credits recovered from students
with a deficient number of high school credits required for graduation (Eddy,
2013).
Rural High School Students
The attainment of a high school diploma was often where rural students
ended their educational journey (Byun et al., 2017). Rural students reported they
aspired to obtain a college education in recent years (Byun et al., 2017; Meece
et al., 2014). Rural high school students exhibited a greater achievement gap than
those from urban schools (Johnson et al., 2010; Meece et al., 2013; Reeves, 2012;
Xie, 2015). Rural students often lagged behind students from urban schools in the
upper-level math courses and had lower scores on the ACT exam (Mader,
2015).In a study of the nation’s rural high schools, rural high schools had less
access to take rigorous courses than their non-rural peers because in rural areas
higher-level courses have less offerings, which affected their post-secondary
enrollment and ultimately their college success (Mader, 2015). According to
Ohlson et al. (2020), rural schools faced challenges supporting students beyond
44

the general curriculum due to the limited funding, teachers, and access to college
and career readiness programs. Rural high schools had fewer funds and human
resources available and had limited access to college and career readiness
programs (Barter, 2011; Ohlson et al., 2020; Wilcox et al., 2014; Zuckerman,
2016). Additionally, low-income families in rural areas were more likely to attend
high schools with limited resources, which could not adequately prepare students
for college (Byun et al., 2017; Irvin et al., 2011).
Rural students often faced myriad challenges similar to first-generation
college students such as a lack of academic preparation, lack of social skills,
lower socioeconomic backgrounds, and had less social, and cultural capital
(Barter, 2011; Byun, 2017; Mader, 2015; Nelson, 2016; Ohlson et al., 2020;
Xiaoliang, 2019: Xie, 2015). Rural students came from areas lacking in
technology and relied on distance learning for access to advanced curricula,
college information, and educational opportunities for graduation (Byun et al.,
2017; Meece et al., 2013; Nelson, 2016; Ohlson et al., 2020). Rural students often
had strong family bonds that conflicted with the need to travel outside their rural
areas to attend post-secondary institutions (Byun et al., 2015; Xie, 2015). Given
the interwoven nature of small-town social networks and extended family ties,
family affiliations had an impact on rural students’ choices when it came to
whether or not they chose to continue with post-secondary education (Nelson,
2016). These rural, first-generation college students their rural parents had no
knowledge of the requirements or challenges of navigating post-secondary
education; therefore, parents could not offer assistance or advice to their children
(Byun et al., 2017; Meece et al., 2013; Xie, 2015).
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According to Byun et al. (2017), family characteristics and traditions were
predictive of the educational enrollment patterns of rural students, particularly
low-income, single parent, or other non-traditional family structures. The level of
parental education was associated with the enrollment of rural students in
post-secondary institutions, and the influence of the family on rural students was
an indicator of rural student success (Byun et al., 2017). According to Byun et al.
(2017) examining differences in college attendance patterns among rural and
nonrural students, rural youth, when compared to urban students, were more
likely to delay entry to post-secondary education. The disparities in college
attendance patterns attributed themselves to the differences in socio-economic
status and high school preparation (Byun et al., 2015). For rural students, gaining
admission to post-secondary programs was a step toward upward social mobility
(Xie, 2015). In the same study, students from rural communities were less likely
to enroll in college where there was no college experience among the parents
(Byun et al., 2017). College proximity positively correlated to college
applications and enrollment due to the strong influence of family on rural students
(Byun et al., 2017; Turley, 2009). Attaining college enrollment often required
rural youth to move away from their families and familiarities, this lowered rural
students’ aspirations in maintaining connections to family and their homes, and
additionally, most rural areas had less need for highly educated workers (Byun
et al., 2017; Nelson, 2016; Turley, 2009). More than half of rural students who
attended college attended two-year college institutions at some point in their
education but were more likely to delay entry into post-secondary education
following high school (Byun et al., 2017). Due to the challenges rural students
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face, their chances of success in navigating the college environment and
integrating socially and academically in college were lowered (Xie, 2015).
According to Xie (2015), this shaped their social-emotional and academic
perspectives for opportunities for success.
Rural students faced barriers in establishing social networks because of
their lack of social and cultural capital (Byun, 2017; Mader, 2015; Nelson, 2016;
Xie, 2015). The network of relationships of rural students and how they integrated
into college and functioned effectively described social capital (Nelson, 2016;
Xie, 2015). Xie (2015) reported rural students had less advanced social skills
because they had difficulties establishing social networks among their peers in
urban areas. Rural students struggled with social and cultural capital (i.e.,
students’ behaviors, knowledge, and skills that demonstrated their ability to fit in
to society) upon transitioning to college from high school and, as a result,
experienced feeling left behind socially and lacked the qualities of student leaders,
leadership roles, social skills, and decision-making skills (Nelson, 2016; Xie,
2015). Nelson (2016) claimed, in a study of rural students and social capital in the
college search process, the primary process that social capital influenced
educational attainment was being able to activate their social capital in multiple
settings (e.g., home, school, community). Interactions between high school and
community reinforced a pro-college culture in rural towns that had close family
and community ties (Nelson, 2016).
First-Generation College Students
According to the U.S. Department of Education (2020a), three
characteristics defined a student as first-generation college student. A
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first-generation college student was an individual whose parents did not complete
a baccalaureate degree; a student who, before the age of 18, resided with and
received support from only one parent and whose supporting parent did not
complete a baccalaureate degree; and students whose parents attended college but
did not receive a bachelor’s degree. In 2014, The U.S. Department of Education
released survey results from secondary institutions from the school year
2011-2012. This survey indicated around one-third of the students enrolled in
U.S. post-secondary institutions had parents who lacked college attendance, and
one-fourth of the students had parents who had some college experience
(Skomsvold, 2014). During the 2011-2012 school year, 51.5% of students entered
a public institution, 46.5% entered a private non-profit institution, and 78% of
first-generation college students entered a private for-profit four-year institution
(US Department of Education, 2014). According to DeAngelo et al. (2011),
75.3% of first-generation college students failed to earn a degree.
In the academic year 2015-2016, 24% of first-generation college students
had parents with no post-secondary education, 56% had parents who did not have
a bachelor’s degree, and 59% of students whose parents did not have a bachelor’s
degree became the first sibling in their family to go to college (Center for
First-Generation Student Success, 2020). In 2015-2016, the median parental
yearly income among dependent students was $41,000 for first-generation college
students in comparison to $90,000 for continuing-generation students (Center for
First-Generation Student Success, 2020). In the first year of post-secondary
education from the academic year 2015-2016, 65% of first-generation college
students were enrolled full time, 23% completed a college-level general math
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course, and 6% completed an advanced level math course. Undergraduates who
were first-generation college students by minority were American Indian/Alaska
Native (67%), Hispanic/Latino (65%), and Black/African American (65%)
(Center for First-Generation Student Success, 2020).
Characteristics of First-Generation College Students
First-generation college students were more likely to face additional
challenges than their non-first-generation peers, which hindered them in pursuing
their college education (Stebleton et al., 2014). First-generation college students
commonly had low-income status, having a combined household income of less
than $25,000 a year (Engle & Tinto, 2008; Hirudayaraj & McLean, 2017).
Because first-generation college students came from low socio-economic
backgrounds, they experienced stressors associated with their social positions,
such as lower available means due to scarcity of financial and other resources
within their social network (Jenkins et al., 2013). Additionally, first-generation
college students were more likely to delay entry into post-secondary education
after high school than non-first-generation students, attended college closer to
home, lived off-campus, attended part-time, and worked full time during college
(Engle & Tinto, 2008; Stebleton et al., 2014; Terenzini et al., 1996).
First-generation college students also operated at a disadvantage in terms of
family support, knowledge about higher education, level of financial assistance,
academic preparation, and educational expectations (Jenkins et al., 2013;
Terenzini et al., 1996).
First-year, first-generation college students faced challenges matriculating
to college and then succeeding once they were enrolled (Carpenter & Clayton,
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2014; Carpenter & Pena, 2016; Cataldi et al., 2018; Davis, 2010; Demtriou et al.,
2017; Jehangir, 2010; Sienkiewicz, 2019). The source of their challenges began
before first-generation college students attempted to matriculate to college or
attended their first college course (Carpenter & Clayton, 2014). These students
had little or no guidance from their parents (Jenkins et al., 2013; Stebleton et al.,
2014; Terenzini et al., 1996), and completed less rigorous academic preparations
in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) coursework (Carpenter &
Clayton, 2014).
In a 1996 study of first-generation college students, students differed from
their traditional peers in both the educational and personal characteristics they
brought with them to college and in the nature of the experiences they had in their
first year of college (Terenzini et al., 1996). Tate et al. (2015) examined
first-generation college students and concluded the lack of college education in
the family influenced the academic and career preparedness of first-generation
college students. According to Storia and Stebleton (2012), first-generation
college students had lower retention and less academic engagement compared
with their peers. Engle and Tinto (2008) contended first-generation college
students were older, less likely to receive financial support from parents, and
more likely to have commitments outside the college, such as family and jobs,
which inhibited full involvement in the college experience.
One of the greatest barriers first-generation college students faced was the
lack of knowledge and mentorship available to them regarding the collegiate
experience (Falcon, 2015; Mehta et al., 2011; Schultz, 2004; Sienkiewicz, 2019;
Terenzini et al., 1996). According to Sienkiewicz (2019), first-generation college
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students were unable to obtain advice, guidance, and experience from their
parents because the parents had no basis of experience to direct them. The lack of
knowledge of existing resources often prevented first-generation college students
from fully taking advantage of the social and academic benefits of post-secondary
education (University of Southern California, n.d.).
During first-generation college students’ time in college, students faced
distinctive challenges, including lack of readiness for college, financial stability,
family support, and self-esteem issues (Falcon, 2015). Additionally,
first-generation college students joined the higher-education system with little or
no understanding of how to navigate the complexities of college life (Engle &
Tinto, 2008; Falcon, 2015; Horowitz, 2017). The college application process,
financial aid, and the general bureaucracy of a college campus were unfamiliar to
first-generation college students (Cataldi et al., 2018; Davis, 2010; Sienkiewicz,
2019). Further, according to Horowitz (2017), many first-generation college
students lacked knowledge of how to study effectively and did not advocate for
themselves.
According to Engle and Tinto (2008), first-generation college students
disproportionately came from ethnic and racially minority backgrounds with
lower levels of academic preparation than their peer group, which made it
difficult for them to be successful in college. Additionally, Engle and Tinto
(2008) stated first-generation college students were less likely to be engaged in
the social and academic experiences that fostered success in college. Difficulty
adjusting in college was another obstacle for first-generation college students
(Engle & Tinto, 2008; Falcon, 2005; Horowitz, 2017). First-generation college
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students also had less social capital and limited communication and interactions
among their peer groups, including the absence of similar interests, resources, and
experiences that contributed to low levels of academic self-esteem and adjustment
to college (Falcon, 2015).
According to Falcon (2015), students with different cultural backgrounds
had different levels of college preparation than their peers. In turn, this caused
limited interactions and communication among faculty and peers and contributed
to low levels of academic self-esteem and difficulty adjusting to their college
setting (Falcon, 2015). Adjusting to college life, in fact, proved particularly
challenging for first-generation college students since they were likely to come
from underrepresented minorities and had little direct experience with college
environments (Engle & Tinto, 2008; Falcon, 2015; Jenkins et al., 2013).
First-generation college students faced challenges, including adjusting to a college
environment, having general academic anxieties, living in hard situations, making
career choices, and selecting courses; however, these challenges were also
common with non-first-generation students (Jenkins et al., 2013). According to
Jenkins et al. (2013), typical stressors increased in severity for first-generation
college students, including academic stress and negative emotional reactions.
According to Peterson-Graziose et al. (2013), researchers examined the
relationship between self-efficacy, self-esteem, and stress associated with
first-generation college students’ attrition. The researchers found issues related to
self-esteem were the most commonly cited concern and related pointedly related
to attrition (Peterson-Graziose et al., 2013). Higher levels of self-esteem serve as
a predictive measure of better adjustment to college and lower rates of attrition
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(Peterson-Graziose et al., 2013). According to Vuong et al. (2010), the likelihood
of first-generation students completing a semester of college and returning a
second semester related to self-efficacy.
Factors Contributing to First-Generation College Student Success
Falcon (2015) reported family support a notable contribution to success
for first-generation college students. In a study conducted by Roska and Kinsley
(2019), students who reported receiving emotional support from their families
were 19% more likely to have a GPA of 3.0 or higher in college and 24% more
likely to finish the second year of college. The connection with family was strong,
as teens experienced rearing in an environment of constant parental involvement
(Roska & Kinsley, 2019). According to Glasser (2018), students desired a
continuing, close relationship with their family that included positive parental
support, open communication, and affirmation. Falcon (2015) also conveyed there
appeared to be a connection between positive social/academic acclimatization,
college success, and family support.
Roska and Kinsley (2019) noted emotional support from families was an
important factor to success in college and affected students’ feelings of inclusion
and belonging on campus; therefore, familial support directly linked with student
success. Glasser (2018) suggested a strong family relationship supported students
through insecurities and encouraged self-advocacy. This partnership between
student, family, and institution helped families guide students to appropriate
resources when difficult situations arise (Glasser, 2018).
In a 2012 study of first-generation college students across national
universities, researchers revealed 69% of first-generation college students
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attended college to help support their families (Stephens et al., 2012). Of these
students, many enrolled in college but still had to help financially support their
families. First-generation college students felt their decision to pursue
post-secondary education akin to abandonment of families who depended on them
(Banks-Santilli, 2019; Stephens et al., 2012). These students felt they did not
belong, and the challenge was to recognize the psychological impact this had on
them (Banks-Santilli, 2019).
In a study of over 145,000 first-generation college students across six
large public research institutions, Stebleton et al. (2014) found first-generation
college students had lower ratings on a sense of belonging at the college and
satisfaction than non-first-generation students, and their sense of belongingrelated
to mental health, and first-generation college students possessed a higher
frequency of reporting feelings of stress, sadness, or depression than their
non-first-generation peers. According to Stebleton et al. (2014), “The relationship
between sense of belonging and mental health asserts that students’ sense of
belonging on campus affects more than their academic achievement and
retention” (p. 15). Stebelton et al. (2014) found first-generation college students
were less likely to pursue mental health services on campus than their
non-first-generation peers and less likely to advocate for themselves, even though
they knew of the need for the services. The researchers concluded because these
students lived off campus and commuted, this limited their academic and social
opportunities (Stebelton et al., 2014).
In a qualitative study gauging the roles and relationships of successful
first-generation college students, Demetriou et al. (2017) found when students
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were actively engaged in coursework, they were able to access further academic
opportunities. By engagement in courses, this led the students to the development
of an important relationship with a faculty member. Students indicated
participating in faculty-mentored research helped them devise original ideas as
well as better comprehend and contribute to their academics. Demetriou et al.
(2017) also found students described participating in outside extra-curricular
activities, which boosted their self-confidence and gave them the sense of belief
they could accomplish their goals. The researchers determined for development to
occur, an individual must be able to be an active agent in their environment
(Demetriou et al., 2017).
Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy was an individual’s belief they could accomplish a task or
reach a future goal (Bandura, 1977, 1984, 1994; Lent et al., 1984). According to
Bandura (1977, 1984, 1994), self-efficacy serves as a primary determinant of
people’s choices, actions, interests, performance, and behavior. Bandura (1984)
claimed individuals with a strong sense of efficacy were more likely to challenge
themselves with difficult tasks and contained higher levels of intrinsic motivation.
Researchers claim higher perceived self-efficacy relates to higher performance
attainment (Bandura, 1984; Lee & Bobko, 1994; Watson, 2012).
In a study on factors of self-efficacy and self-esteem and the effects of
student attrition and persistence in college, self-efficacy associated clearly with
decisions to remain in a college program, contributing to lower attrition rates
(Bong, 2001). Researchers examined the relationship between self-efficacy and
student attrition, finding higher levels of positive self-efficacy to be predictive of
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better adjustment to college and attrition rates (Fletcher et al., 2007;
Peterson--Graziose et al., 2013; Toews & Yazedian, 2007). In a study conducted
by Brady-Amoon and Fuertes (2011), the researchers discovered a significant
positive association between self-efficacy and self-rated abilities, concluding a
positive association contributed to adjustment. Peterson-Graziose et al. (2013)
found the higher level of self-esteem, the lower the attrition rate of associate
degree students in their first semester of college. The researchers also noted
self-efficacy and life stressors did not significantly relate to student attrition, but
students with higher self-esteem fielded greater aspirations and more persistence
when faced with the possibility of failure (Peterson-Graziose et al., 2013).
Researchers examined academic success, as defined by both GPA and
persistence rates, of first-generation sophomores at California State University
campuses (Vuong et al., 2010). A significant difference in academic success noted
itself for academic persistence measured by the likelihood of completing the
current term, as well as a significant difference found for the likelihood of
returning the following term (Vuong et al., 2010). Researchers found the
perception these students had about their abilities influenced their academic
performance and their persistence to maintain the necessary GPA that allowed
them to continue in their studies and persist to graduation (Vuong et al., 2010).
Self-efficacy affected academic success and persistence of first-generation college
sophomore students; therefore, the likelihood of completing a semester in college
and returning the following semester related significantly related to self-efficacy
(Vuong et al., 2010).

56

Van Rooij et al. (2018) investigated how academic self-efficacy and
self-regulated behavior influenced academic adjustment with GPA, intention to
persist, and attainment of credits. The researchers found academic self-efficacy an
important correlate of self-regulated study behavior that indicated high
correlations between self-efficacy and self-regulation (Van Rooij et al., 2018).
Self-regulated study became the biggest contributor to academic adjustment in the
first year of college and student satisfaction had more of an effect on the intention
to persist in college (Van Rooij et al., 2018).
Apriceno et al. (2020) studied science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics (STEM) college graduates to understand the lack of STEM graduates
resulting in a shortage of STEM workers. The researchers found having a mentor
or being part of a mentorship program during the college transition predicted
academic self-efficacy and a sense of belonging (Apriceno et al., 2020). The
results of the study indicated students who engaged with a mentor in the first year
of college had higher academic self-efficacy across the first year compared to
students without a mentor, which positively impacted their perceived self-efficacy
in their academic success (Apriceno et al., 2020). A second result of the findings
was students had a greater sense of belonging across the first year of college than
their peers (Apriceno et al., 2020).
Carpenter and Clayton (2014) investigated the self-efficacy of future
first-generation college students compared to other student groups and measured
the relationship between their self-efficacy and mathematics. The findings
included a negative relationship between self-efficacy and the psychological
impacts of performing arithmetic, meaning they generally experienced more
57

symptoms of math-related stress, meaning students had more stress related to
having to take a math class (Carpenter & Clayton, 2014). For first-generation
college students, they experienced more stress-related to math than their
non-first-generation peers, resulting in a relationship between self-efficacy and
math grades (Carpenter & Clayton, 2014). Carpenter and Clayton (2014)
concluded self-efficacy has an immediate manifestation in grades and an impact
on getting into college. According to Bandura (1977, 1984, 1994), performance
increases self-efficacy, and as a person’s self-efficacy increased, this influenced
subsequent academic performance. Tsai (2013) stated a student’s success suffered
influence by the individual’s academic ability, self-efficacy, characteristics, and
involvement with their environments.
Jenkins et al. (2013) discovered academic stress led to negative
self-efficacy and increased attrition risk among first-generation college students.
In a study of rural, first-generation college students with STEM career aspirations,
students had higher math and science self-efficacy, higher college self-efficacy,
and college outcome expectations than rural, non-first-generation college students
(Rosecrance et al., 2019). Students unsure of their parents’ post-secondary
education level had lower college-going self-efficacy than both rural,
non-first-generation students and rural, first-generation college students
(Rosecrance et al., 2019)
Self-efficacy influenced motivational and self-regulatory processes by
influencing the choices students made and the course of action they pursued
(Bandura, 1994). For the rural, first-generation college student, differences in
their backgrounds compared to non-first-generation college students often
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contribute to low levels of academic self-efficacy, resulting in difficulties
adjusting to the college setting (Falcon, 2015). Falcon (2015) contends reasons for
limited communication and interactions among faculty and peers include the
absence of similar experiences, resources, and interests. Self-efficacy served as a
predictor in first-generation college students’ academic performance
(Brady-Amon & Fuertes, 2011). Researchers linked the relationship between a
student’s self-efficacy and their perceived academic success (Byun, 2015; Falcon,
2015). For academic development and academic progress, an individual must be
active in their environment, which resulted in feelings of competency (Demetriou
et al., 2017). Successful first-generation college students attributed feelings of
competency and being an active, involved participant within the college setting
with positive self-efficacy and attainment of a college degree (Demetriou et al.,
2017).
Sagone and De Caroli (2014) found a positive correlation between
academic self-efficacy and future self-concept. Students whose self-efficacy and
self-concept contained positive perception showed themselves as more efficient
and in control of their actions, beliefs, and academic content (Sagone &
De Caroli, 2014). These researchers concluded student’s self-efficacy and
self-concepts had a direct effect on students perceived academic achievements
(Sagone & De Caroli, 2014). Positive self-efficacy led to feelings of being more
efficient to make decisions concerning academics in academic contexts and
overcoming personal difficulties within their socioemotional realm (Sagone &
De Caroli, 2014). Negative self-efficacy and self-concepts led to academic
procrastination and dropping out of college (Sagone & De Caroli, 2014).
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In a qualitative study on rural, first-generation college students, Schultz
(2004) found the self-efficacy of the student suffered due to being “different from
others” (p. 50) and not being prepared for college course rigor, course structure,
or professional expectations. Rural students attempted to use their existing
schemas to guide their decision making; because these students lacked the
necessary background, they struggled in making sense of unfamiliar events and
did not know how to respond effectively, thus affecting their perceptions and selfefficacy (Sagone & De Caroli, 2014; Schultz, 2004).
Summary of Review of Literature
The literature reviewed in this chapter established the importance of the
self-efficacy of at-risk, first-generation college students as they matriculated into
post-secondary and persisted with the attainment of a college degree. Researchers
suggested public schools were facing increased pressure to increase the
graduation rate, despite the challenges posed by social-economic status, family
composition, and race. Programs aimed to aid schools in increasing the graduation
rate and helping credit deficient students graduate on time. Not documented,
however, was how these credit recovery programs might influence rural,
first-generation college students’ self-efficacy as the students continued to
post-secondary options. While emerging programs have resulted in the
development of online credit recovery options for students, there emerged a
pressing need to research the potential of OCRPs that addressed the unique needs
of the rural, first-generation college student. Limited research existed on
first-generation college students who participated in credit recovery in rural high
schools. Ultimately, this study provided data from first-hand accounts that could
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permit policymakers, educators, and software developers to make better educated
decisions and more informed choices about the reasons and powerful
employments of credit recovery programs.
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Chapter III: Methodology
The purpose of this qualitative, interpretive study was to investigate the
influence of participation in asynchronous online high school credit recovery
programs upon the perceived self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college
students as it pertained to academic success and social-emotional preparedness.
Despite the extant research on rural and first-generation college students, there
was little research in general on how the completion of online, asynchronous
credit recovery programs impacted these students’ perceptions of their potential
for academic success and social-emotional preparedness for college. To fill the
gap of research devoted to rural, first-generation college students and their
participation in an asynchronous credit recovery program, a qualitative,
interpretive study approach was implemented to explore self-efficacy. Generally
defined, the self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college students was a student’s
belief in their capacity to execute behaviors necessary to produce specific
accomplishments (Bandura, 1977, 1984, 1994). I relied on qualitative research
methodology by interviewing rural, first-generation college students who
participated in an asynchronous credit recovery program to graduate high school
to capture their perceptions of their own self-efficacy regarding academic success
and social-emotional preparedness for post-secondary education. This chapter
provided an overview of the methodology of the study.
Research Design
According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), “Qualitative researchers are
interested in understanding how people interpret their experiences, how they
construct their worlds, and what meaning they attribute to their experiences”
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(p. 6). According to Creswell and Creswell (2018), qualitative research was an
approach for exploring and comprehending the meaning individuals or groups
attributed to a social or human problem. To reveal a better understanding of how
completion of an asynchronous credit recovery program influenced the
self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college students regarding their potential
for academic success and social-emotional preparedness, a qualitative design was
appropriate to understand their interpretations of their experiences. Qualitative
research was important to this study because I sought to construct meaning from
the experiences of the participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Roberts and Hyatt (2019) described the qualitative approach as focused on
people’s experience from their perspective based on philosophical constructs. A
central attribute of all qualitative research was individuals constructed reality
interacting with their social worlds (Roberts & Hyatt, 2019). According to
Merriam and Tisdell (2016), “The emphasis in experience, understanding, and
meaning-making are all characteristics of qualitative research” (p. 21). I chose a
basic, interpretive qualitative design because this type of research explores the
constructing of a central phenomenon collected in a natural setting (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018). I was interested in capturing the story of how the participants
made sense of their experiences. According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), the
story told by participants forms the data set for analysis in an interpretive
qualitative study.
Role of the Researcher
The researcher in a qualitative study was the primary instrument for data
collection and analysis (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I
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conducted, transcribed, and analyzed the data; therefore, I was the primary
instrument for data collection. I utilized snowball sampling to identify participants
who would have firsthand knowledge of the experiences related to the purpose of
the study. I carefully constructed each question in the interview protocol to ensure
all interview questions answered the research questions. I transcribed the
interviews and analyzed the data to generate the results.
My personal experience influenced my perceptions of first-generation
college students. I was a first-generation college student from a rural high school
and, therefore, have some knowledge of the self-efficacy of these students. I did
not participate in credit recovery, but I participated in asynchronous college
courses for a degree I obtained. Additionally, my professional experience
included serving as a high school counselor who daily worked with credit
recovery students and first-generation college students. Due to my professional
experience, and because of my personal experiences, I had first-hand knowledge
and a personal interest in the results of this study.
I believed my understanding of the challenges rural, first-generation
college students faced enhanced my awareness, sensitivity, and knowledge of
their experiences. At the time of the study, I maintained employment as a high
school counselor who evaluated students’ academic records for high school
graduation requirements, registered and monitored students for online credit
recovery, and assisted them in the college admissions process. Being a
first-generation college student, I brought certain biases to the study and therefore
posed a possible threat to validity (Creswell & Creswell, 2019; Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016). These biases might have shaped the way I viewed and understood
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the data I collected and how I interpreted their experiences. To ensure objectivity
and mitigate bias, I was sensitive to the context and gained a comprehensive
understanding of the experiences the participants described. Both the interviewer
and the interviewee, according to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), add biases,
attitudes, predispositions, and physical features to the data exchange. To avoid
researcher bias, I conducted the interviews in a nonjudgmental, courteous, and
empathetic manner. I followed a semi-structured interview protocol that was the
same with each participant to mitigate any researcher bias. Additionally, other
counselors in a professional network provided participant referrals for this study,
and I did not previously serve as the school counselor for any of the participants
of this study, nor did I know the participants personally or professionally.
Participants of the Study
I was interested in examining the experiences of rural, first-generation
college students who participated in asynchronous credit recovery program and
the influence those experiences had on their perceived self-efficacy concerning
their potential academic success and social-emotional preparedness for college.
According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), snowball sampling was determining
your selection criteria and choosing who needed studying. Marshall (1996) stated
purposeful sampling included selecting the most productive sample to answer the
research questions. I applied purposeful sampling to select participants who met
the criteria for the study.
Marshall (1996) suggested purposeful sampling involved developing a
framework of the variables that might influence a participant’s contribution and
based itself on the researcher’s practical knowledge of the subject. I developed the
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following criteria for including participants in the study: the participant had
completed an asynchronous, OCRP as a requirement for high school graduation;
the participant was a first-generation college student; and the participant
graduated from a rural high school. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) described
snowball sampling as one of the most common forms of purposeful sampling. I
used snowball sampling to recruit potential participants for the study. I emailed 32
people who fit the criteria for the study from names given to me from counselors
in a professional network. From these 32 emails, one participant responded and
agreed to participate in the study. From this participant, I was given the names of
three more participants who fit the description of the study. From these three
participants there were five more who were referred and agreed to participate. For
this study, I selected participants using purposeful, snowball sampling to ensure
the data collection would yield the most appropriate data.
Utilizing professional school counseling networks to identify potential
participants who met the criteria for the study, I reached out to two participants
initially referred to me from other school counselors and asked them to provide
referrals for additional participants who fit the criteria for my study. Snowball
sampling allowed me to collect data from individuals who might not have been
accessible without the referral of other participants or network. I requested
participation from the potential participants and asked each voluntary participant
for two referrals of additional participants who fit the criteria for the study. It was
important to inquire about how credit recovery influenced their perceptions of
their own potential for academic success and ability to manage the
social-emotional aspects of college matriculation. Using snowball sampling, I was
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able to interview nine participants who ranged in age from 18-24 and met all the
criteria for participation in the study.
Data Collection
To capture an understanding of the influence asynchronous credit recovery
program had upon rural, first-generation college students, I conducted a
qualitative, interpretive study, using semi-structured interviews with rural,
first-generation college students who participated in an asynchronous credit
recovery course to graduate high school. Prior to data collection, I submitted a
request for approval to pursue my study to the University’s Institutional Review
Board (IRB). Upon approval from the IRB, I used professional networks to
identify and contact potential participants who met the requirements for the study.
There were 32 recruitment emails sent (see Appendix A). I requested participation
from the potential participants and asked each voluntary participant for two
referrals of additional participants who fit the criteria for the study. I included
informed consent information with each invitation for participation (see Appendix
B). I collected the consent forms from each participant via email, printed them,
and stored them in a locked filing cabinet in my home office. I was the only one
who could access the cabinet.
As participants agreed to engage in the individual interviews, I scheduled
interviews at a time most conducive to the schedule of the participants to not
place any undue burden on them. I developed a semi-structured interview protocol
before conducting interviews (see Appendix C). According to Merriam and
Tisdell (2016), because there was a desire for specific information, a mix of both
more and less structured questions were included. The interview questions were
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open-ended so participants could contribute to their own narrative. I scheduled
one appointment for Zoom meetings with each of the participants who agreed to
participate in the study. As the respondents answered the interview questions, I
recorded their responses using the Zoom platform. I allowed for conversations
that helped to adjust questions to capture further depth of responses. This also
served the purpose to help guide the follow-up questions and future interviews.
The interviews took place from August 1, 2021, to August 25, 2021, on Zoom, to
protect the participants and me from possible exposure to COVID-19, and to
create a safe and familiar environment for the participant. I assumed neutrality
and established rapport for the success of the interview (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016)
by greeting the participant with confidence and actively listening.
I recorded each of the nine participants’ interviews using the Zoom
platform’s video function. I also took notes with pen and paper while the
interviews occurred. I transcribed interviews verbatim and removed all personal
identifiers. I then assigned each participant a number and assigned the
corresponding notes the same number. I interpreted the data and developed
general themes from the interviews before making interpretations or conclusions.
Data collection was a process that could extend indefinitely; however, saturation
occurred when continued data collection produced no new information into the
phenomenon under study (Charmaz, 2006; Creswell & Creswell, 2018, Merriam
& Tisdell, 2016). To ensure I had met saturation, I found no new data sparked any
new insights or revealed any new properties after the nine participant interviews,
and I was unable to secure any new participants to find any new data. To ensure
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confidentiality, I stored the notes and printed transcriptions in a sealed envelope
in a secure locked area in my home office.
According to Creswell and Creswell (2019), member checking was a
method whose utilization can ensure internal validity. I applied member checking
to demonstrate trustworthiness throughout my data analysis process. Creswell and
Creswell (2018) stated an ongoing dialogue regarding the interpretations of the
participant’s views and meanings ensured the validity of the data. I sent the
transcribed interviews to each of the participants so they could verify their own
statements for accuracy and invited participants to review the analysis of their
transcript data. Each participant could receive a copy of the dissertation at the
conclusion of the study.
Methods of Analysis
The data analysis process for this study began following the first in-person
interview via Zoom. No more than two days after the interview, I transcribed each
of the nine interviews by hand due to the small number of participants. Each
interview was transcribed by replaying the recording and writing exactly what
participants said in response to each question. I added notes in the margins of the
transcripts from what I had written and observed during the interview using the
constant comparative method. The data analysis of this qualitative study included
an inductive approach of building from gathering the data to broad themes that
resulted from interview responses. According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), the
basic strategy of the constant comparative method was compatible with the
inductive, concept-building orientation of qualitative research. Merriam and
Tisdell (2016) stated simultaneously collecting and analyzing data were processes
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that could extend indefinitely, and the practice of writing notes next to pieces of
information that were theoretically important to answering the research questions
was coding.
Creswell and Creswell (2018) suggested the researcher read each response
several times to make sense of the data. I read the responses to the interview
questions several times to make sense of the data and wrote additional notes and
observations. The first step in analyzing my data was to organize the data and
prepare it for analysis. I used open coding to construct the categories for each of
the research questions. Using open coding, I wrote down words or phrases I saw
could be useful in my study. Using Google Sheets, I took the open codes and
combined them to look for possible themes. Following the open coding technique,
I applied axial coding as patterns emerged. According to Merriam and Tisdell
(2016), axial coding was the process of grouping the open codes into smaller
subsets. From the patterned data, I identified the themes for the study. I organized
the data into groups or themes that answered my research questions and ensured
the findings were representative of participant perceptions. At this point, I applied
the list of emergent codes and wrote a narrative from the data.
Trustworthiness
In qualitative research, trustworthiness was the way to establish reliability
and validity (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). To establish trustworthiness, the
researcher must establish credibility, transferability, dependability, and
confirmability (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The researcher in a qualitative study
was the primary instrument for data collection and analysis (Creswell & Creswell,
2019; Patton, 1999). As such, ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research
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included conducting the analysis in an ethical manner (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Being “conscious of the ethical issues that pervade the research process and to
examine his or her own philosophical orientation” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016,
p. 266) lay within the individual researcher. To establish trustworthiness, I
analyzed my interpretations three times to make sure I had the same themes.
Patton (1999) claimed recognizing possible bias was a method to increase
credibility in research outcomes. Being a first-generation college student, I
brought certain biases to the study and, therefore, posed a possible threat to
trustworthiness. These biases might have shaped the way I viewed and understood
the data I collected and how I interpreted students’ experiences. I made every
effort to ensure objectivity including being sensitive to the context and gained an
understanding of the experiences the participants described. According to
Merriam and Tisdell (2016), the interviewer and the interviewee both bring
biases, attitudes, predispositions, and physical characteristics that affect the
interaction of the data. I took a non-judgmental, respectful, and sensitive stance
when conducting the interviews to eliminate any researcher bias.
To ensure the data were credible, multiple strategies for trustworthiness
recommended themselves (Creswell & Creswell, 2019). Patton (1999) stated
trustworthiness depended on three distinct inquiry elements with rigorous
techniques and methods for gathering high-quality data, the credibility of the
researcher, and the belief in the value of a qualitative inquiry. According to
Merriam and Tisdell (2016), the credibility of the researcher was an essential
component in ensuring the authenticity of the study. I maintained ethical
standards throughout the study and honestly reported all portions of the study.
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Participants were invited to review their interview transcripts for feedback
regarding accuracy, called member checking (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016), to
reduce bias on the researcher. I ensured privacy and protection from harm by
coding the data to maintain confidentiality and secured any sensitive information I
gathered. Confidentiality was of the utmost importance to me, and protecting the
participants and information gathered was a top priority. In fact, I obtained
informed consent prior to data collection. The participants agreed they were
participating voluntarily and could choose to stop participating in the study at any
point.
According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), triangulation was a “powerful
strategy for increasing the credibility and internal validity” (p. 245) of research.
Triangulation was using multiple sources of data to compare and crosscheck data
collected through interviews from people with different perspectives or follow-up
interviews (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I interviewed participants from three
different rural areas. I triangulated the data to ensure the themes occurred across
all the data sources and checked for accuracy of information received from all
participants. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) described member checking as soliciting
feedback from the participants on your preliminary findings. Creswell and
Creswell (2018) stated member checking is the ongoing dialogue regarding the
researcher’s interpretations of the participants’ responses and ensure the truth
value of the data. I utilized this strategy by inviting participants to review my
interpretation of their transcripts and clarify data to correctly reflect their
viewpoints and experiences. The goal was to ensure the data gathered, and the
results were consistent.
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Limitations and Delimitations
The limitations of the study were the characteristics of the design or
methodology that affected or influenced the interpretation of the findings and
were not within the my control (Price & Murnam, 2004). I began research during
the global pandemic of COVID-19. As a result, I conducted interviews on a
computer platform. A virtual communication platform served to schedule
interviews to make scheduling easier and could have contributed to additional
participation for the study because the participants could do it from anywhere
using a personal device. Interviews were conducted using the platform Zoom. As
a result, my engagement with participants was restricted to synchronous
interviews conducted over the computer. By conducting interviews in this
manner, I was able to limit my participants to individuals who had access to the
necessary equipment and knew how to utilize it. Despite this limitation, the
responses participants provided were still rich, descriptive accounts of their own
experiences. To not encounter the participant, any transmission of documents or
meetings had to be made via email or Zoom. Despite these limitations, I
contended the study’s findings were valuable to fill the gaps in research regarding
asynchronous credit recovery completion and the influence of perceived
self-efficacy of first-generation college students regarding their potential
academic success and social-emotional preparedness. To further the limitations, it
was difficult to find participants who attended colleges due to the negative
consequence of failing courses on the student’s GPA, which was an admissions
requirement for most colleges.
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Delimitations were the characteristics of a study that limited the scope and
defined boundaries of the study (Simon, 2011). I used purposeful, criterion-based
sampling and snowball sampling, which limited the population of the study. The
study depended on the referrals gathered from counseling professional networks
in rural areas. I sent 32 recruitment emails, but not all potential participants
referred to me responded to the research request. Due to the specific purpose of
the study, the data achieved saturation although the pool of participants were
limited. Despite the limited number of participants, this study’s findings were
valuable to fill the gaps in research related to the self-efficacy of the rural,
first-generation college student who participated in asynchronous credit recovery.
Another delimitation imposed by me included the decision to limit the
study to rural, first-generation college students who specifically completed
asynchronous online credit recovery as opposed to synchronous online or other
models of credit recovery. Due to the lack of research of this population, these
delimitations were the most appropriate option for the analysis. Even with the
delimitations of this study, the importance of hearing first-hand accounts of rural,
first-generation college students and their perceptions of their college experience
was important to the study.
Assumptions of the Study
Assumptions were expectations about a study that had the possibility of
truth but could not be conclusively confirmed (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
According to Roberts and Hyatt (2019), assumptions were what you take for
granted relative to the study. I assumed the participants in the study were honest
and not deceptive in their responses to the interview questions. I made every
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effort to notify participants the study was voluntary and their replies private. I did
not believe any participant had motive to be untruthful or misleading; nonetheless,
there was no way to guarantee the honesty of participant responses; therefore, I
took all responses at face value.
I assumed professional counselors who referred students for the study
acted with their best intentions and knowledge of the subject. I assumed they
provided accurate information and did so with good intentions, except to share
names and contacts of students who fit the study’s requirements. I safeguarded the
confidentiality of the participants; however, I could not ensure the honesty or
accuracy of the responses and, therefore, accepted them for the truth. I was a
counselor at a school who had the same demographics as the participants;
therefore, I assumed no preconceived notions of any of the responses. I was able
to extricate any personal feelings and take the comments and interview responses
for face value.
Summary of Methodology
This chapter focused on the methodology and design of this study. This
study included the research design of a qualitative, interpretive study aimed at
answering the research questions. Additionally, in this chapter I included
information about the population of the study and data collection methods for the
study’s replication. Following my presentation of the data collection was a
discussion of the method of analysis for this study, which detailed how the data
analysis of the data in a systematic description. The trustworthiness of the study
reached establishment as well as providing examples of that achievement. The
limitations and delimitations stated several constraints posed upon the study, as
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well as the assumptions I made. In Chapter IV, I presented the data analysis
pertaining to the research questions and a summary of the results.
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Chapter IV: Analyses and Results
I conducted this qualitative, interpretive study to examine the perceived
self-efficacy regarding academic success and social-emotional preparedness of
rural, first-generation college students who completed an asynchronous credit
recovery program. There was a lack of research in the extant literature on rural,
first-generation college students who had participated in an asynchronous credit
recovery program and how students’ self-efficacy might have been influenced
academically and social-emotionally as they entered and continued in college. I
relied on referrals from each participant to gain access to additional possible
participants using snowball sampling. I sent emails to 32 potential participants but
anticipated reaching a point of saturation after completing 10-12 interviews. I met
the point of saturation after completing nine interviews. After concluding the
ninth interview, I found participant responses to the interview protocol were
similar and no new information was acquired; as a result, I ceased conducting
interviews.
I sent the initial email invitation to 32 potential participants referred to me
by a professional school counseling network on July 24, 2021; the day after the
university’s IRB approved my study. Only one of the potential participants
responded to my email request and agreed to participate in my study, but this
participant provided referrals for three more potential participants. I contacted
each of the three potential participants and invited them to participate and all three
accepted. From these three participants, there were five more recommendations
who were contacted and elected to participate in my study. After conducting nine
interviews, I had reached the point of saturation.
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Data Analysis
I analyzed the participants’ responses to the interview protocol for a
period of four weeks beginning with the first interview being conducted on
August 1, 2021, and the last interview being completed on August 25, 2021. The
first question in the interview protocol served to establish an understanding of
how many credit recovery courses participants had been required to complete in
high school. The remaining questions in the interview protocol functioned to
gather information to address the research questions. I asked additional questions
during the semi-structured interviews to clarify or examine further information for
focusing on the research questions.
Each of the participants had taken an average of two asynchronous credit
recovery courses during their high school experience. All participants were from
one of three rural towns in South Georgia and were the first of their families to
seek a college degree. All nine participants also reported they were attending
either a four-year university or a technical college. Participants responded to six
questions in the interview protocol aligned to the research questions.
I analyzed the participants’ responses by applying Creswell and
Creswell’s (2018) six-step coding process. After initially reading all interview
transcripts, I randomly selected one transcript and read the responses, applying
open coding by assigning codes to key phrases and text fragments. Using the open
codes, I combined them to look for possible themes as axial coding patterns
emerged. I reread each transcript and identified specific quotes that supported
each code. I then took the list of axial codes and developed themes. The purpose
of this study was to examine the perceived self-efficacy regarding academic
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success and social-emotional preparedness of rural, first-generation college
students who completed an asynchronous credit recovery program. The data that
addressed the research questions provided by the nine participants were discussed
in the following section.
Research Questions
Research Question 1
How does completion of an asynchronous online credit recovery program
influence the perception of self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college students
regarding academic success?
Research Question 1 was supported by five questions in the interview
protocol: Do you feel you were more successful in an online credit recovery
course then in a traditional classroom? How do you feel credit recovery
influenced your academic success? How do you believe your academic behaviors
have changed since participating in credit recovery? Tell me about how you feel
about the academic work in college and where you prepared for it? How have you
adjusted? I analyzed the data by applying open codes and axial codes to render
three themes related to research question 1 (see Table 1).
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Table 1
Data Sorted in Levels of Coding Regarding Academic Success

Open Codes

Axial Codes

Themes

Less distractions

Work Ethics/Habits

Work Habits

Self-discipline

Control of Learning

Understanding &

Maturity

Engagement in Learning Awareness

Work Habits

Process

Convenience

Distractions

Environmental
Motivators

Self-paced
Self-advocate
Attention to detail
In-Control
Quiet
Focus More
Motivated

Work Habits. I derived the theme work habits from analyzing axial codes
stemming from open codes. When I asked participants to describe how they
believed their academic behaviors changed after participating in asynchronous
credit recovery, all nine participants expressed credit recovery helped them
develop a better work ethic to achieve graduating from high school.
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P5 stated the following perspective:
It made me get myself together and focus on what needs to be done. I
realized if you don’t do what is necessary to get your grades up you
wouldn’t pass, so it kind of opened my eyes to consequences and what
happens when you don’t get stuff done. I started keeping a calendar, so I
was able to keep up with assignments.
P6 shared a similar perception, stating:
I believe I did better as a result, I would get a little down about stuff, but it
has made me more aware of what I need to do so I can stay on top of
things. I feel like now I look over things more to make sure I understand it
before I move on. I write down information and jot down notes when I am
in class, whereas I didn’t before. Now I go back and look through notes
before I take a test and review the information, I didn’t do that before.
P7 made similar claims, “It increased my academic success by forcing me to
focus on the task at hand instead of pushing it off to the end and just hoping for
the best. It actually made me prepare a lot better for courses.”
When asked about how credit recovery influenced their academic success,
P9 claimed, “It helped me learn a lit bit more and helped me process the
information better.” P2 stated, “It made me buckle down more, and not wait until
the last minute to get work done.” P4 and P3 both stated it made them more aware
of the consequences of not getting organized and keeping some type of calendar
to list due dates. All the participants concurred, providing their respective
outlooks on the importance of a good work habits and their perceptions of how
asynchronous credit recovery influenced best practices.
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Understanding and Awareness. I derived the theme Understanding and
Awareness from the axial code control of learning stemming from open codes. In
response to asking if students felt they were more successful in online credit
recovery than a traditional classroom, five out of nine students stated they felt
they were more successful in online credit recovery than in the traditional
classroom. The participants felt it gave them more autonomy over their learning
and found the learning environment less distracting. P3 claimed, “With online
credit recovery, I was able to check information on my phone or another screen
on the computer as opposed to having to sort through notes.” Another participant,
P5 stated, “I feel like I work better by myself, and was able to work at my own
pace with credit recovery so I didn’t feel rushed or pressure to do things on a time
schedule.”
In contrast, P9 stated, “I am more of a visual learner and need to see it
with an explanation in front of me vs a screen.” P2 also preferred in class
learning, stating the following:
I felt like it was a little bit harder online because there wasn’t a teacher to
actually teach it and I had already failed it, so I obviously needed more
help than to just try figure it out on my own.
In agreement with the other participants who preferred a traditional classroom, P4
specified, “I don’t feel like you get the personal one-on-one that you do in a
classroom with a regular teacher.”
In analyzing the data regarding participants who preferred online credit
recovery, all of these students had taken multiple online credit recovery courses.
In contrast, the participants who preferred a traditional classroom setting had only
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take one online credit recovery course. The greater the exposure to asynchronous
credit recovery, the greater the perception that the learning environment was
helpful, whereas the participants who only took one course perceived the
traditional classroom setting was still most beneficial for them. Students who only
failed one course throughout high school, might not have been as at-risk for
graduating high school as those with several credit recovery courses to make up.
The second axial code leading to Understanding and Awareness was
students’ engagement in the learning process. In response to asking the
participants if they felt they were prepared for the academic work in college and
their adjustment to it, eight out of nine students felt they were prepared for the
academic work in college. P4 shared the perception they were prepared
academically but claimed that all professors are different, so what one professor
would accept was often different than the next. P4 stated, “I don’t think anything
could prepare you for all the differences.” Most of the participants reflected the
first year was more of an extension of high school with many of the same
concepts taught again. P1 stated:
I feel like high school definitely prepared me; I just wasn’t mature enough
to see it at the time. Looking back, it prepared me to understand what to
expect when I reached the college environment. I do think it gave me a
good framework. Most of what I feel I learned was from high school, so I
felt like I was prepared.
Similarly, P5 claimed:
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The work is pretty much the same for me, so it isn’t as hard as I thought it
was going to be. The classes I have taken have been geared towards things
I like, so that has helped me to be motivated and be prepared for them.
Additionally, P7 stated:
College to me was just an extension of high school with a lot of the same
concepts that credit recovery taught me. Like being able to focus and
move forward instead of having to retrace and having to scramble at the
last minute to obtain the credit hours that I needed.
When asked how they adjusted to the academic work in college all the
participants perceived credit recovery assisted them in being better prepared for
learning and being more of an active participant. P2 claimed, “There was a lot
more independence, and I didn’t have anyone holding my hand of pushing me in
college, so I had to figure out pretty quick what was expected of me.” P6 stated,
“The adjustment was a swift one, credit recovery made me pay more attention to
detail and be able to be proactive to see what is expected.” P9, echoed an
emphasis on greater personal responsibility, stating:
I’ve adjusted to college work because my motivation changed. There
wasn’t a lot of it when I was in high school, but when I went to college, it
was no longer about the social aspect. I also had to pay for my own classes
or take out loans that I would have to pay back. If I failed a class in
college, I would literally have to pay for it financially, so that helped my
adjustment. Academic work became more of a priority and so I did what I
needed to do to be successful.
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In contrast, P3 did not agree with other participants that the academic elements of
high school credit recovery adequately prepared them, but they perceived the
technological experience to be very beneficial. P3 stated the following:
The academic work in college is obviously not anything like it was in high
school. I do feel like I was more prepared for it only because I took online
credit recovery classes. When I started college, the COVID-19 pandemic
shut down our in person learning and forced us all online. So, moving to
online learning was an easy transition. I had taken several online credit
recovery classes, so I knew what I had to do for myself to remain focused.
The academic work though was much harder. I attribute that to me not
paying attention and failing critical courses in high school.
Environmental Motivators. I derived the theme Environmental
Motivators from the axial code distractions stemming from open codes. All nine
participants claimed distractions in the traditional classroom made it hard to learn
in that setting. When asked, how they felt credit recovery influenced their
academic success, participants frequently commented there were fewer
distractions in the online credit recovery platform than in the regular classroom.
P4 claimed, “It was a wakeup call that made me more aware of my behaviors and
the things that distracted me, like social media and my phone.” P7 stated, “I had
to do credit recovery without a crowd around me or without distractions from my
peers and myself interacting around me, as a result I was more focused on the
material.” Similarly, P6 claimed, “Because I was surrounded by less kids, there
were fewer distractions, and I was able to focus better.” When pressed for more
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information P1 had the following comments concerning his thoughts on his own
academic success:
I think I had a lot of distractions throughout high school, I was a little
more social in high school than a lot of the other students, so I think when
it came to a subject, I was not particularly good at or felt like I wasn’t
going to be good at, I would kind of rely on being social with other
students instead of paying attention in class. While I was in online credit
recovery, all of those distractions were taken away from me. The only
thing for me to do was the work on the platform. Plus, I was seeing that
other students were being successful, and I wanted that for myself. I also
didn’t want to stick around this town anymore, and I wanted to make
something better for myself. It took being isolated in credit recovery to
realize that.
As a result of less distractions, most of the participants expressed the
desire to “get out of this town” and not just become like their parents. P2 realized
because of not being successful in school and spending more time in the social
scene, there was not going to be many of opportunities in her future without
getting out into the world and exploring her options. After asking another
clarifying question, P2 stated she did not want to stay in her hometown and not
have a career. She wanted to explore other options and figure out what she wanted
to be. In addition, P3 claimed, “Had credit recovery not been an option, I would
have had to pay for summer school, and it would have been embarrassing not to
graduate on-time.” Much the same as the other participants, P5 admitted he does
everything he can not to get distracted and complete what he needs to pass the
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course, “Credit recovery taught me that – it’s not cool to fail stuff, especially
when you have to pay, and you always have to pay – one way or the other.”
P9 stated:
If it wasn’t for credit recovery, me and a lot of other students wouldn’t
have graduated. So as far as my academic success, it made me more aware
of what I needed to do and the consequences of not doing them. I
motivated me to get it together so I could get out of my town and do
something.
All participants had similar experiences with credit recovery. The themes
work habits, understanding and awareness, and environmental motivators all
emerged as important factors in their perceptions of their self-efficacy regarding
academic success in college. Credit recovery provided a unique experience for
these nine participants that influenced their perception of self-efficacy regarding
academic success. Participation in credit recovery helped these students
understand their own influence over their future academic success. As a result of
online credit recovery, these students were able to proceed to college and improve
their habits and understanding of their own learning experiences.
Research Question 2
How does completion of an asynchronous online credit recovery program
influence the perception of self-efficacy or rural, first-generation college students
regarding social-emotional preparedness?
Research Question 2 was supported by three questions in the interview
protocol: Do you feel you were more successful in an online credit recovery than
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in a traditional classroom? Why or Why not?; How do you feel your experience in
credit recovery influenced your participation in college life socially and
emotionally?; What impact has credit recovery had on your interaction with your
peers? Professors? Campus activities/Involvement (See Table 2)?
Table 2
Data Sorted in Levels of Coding Regarding Social-Emotional Preparedness
Open Codes

Axial Codes

Themes

Graduating on Time

Anxiety

Self-advocacy

No influence

Accountability

Lack of effect

No peer interaction

Lack of Effect

No Campus Activities

Advocate for self

Professors

Confidence

Feelings

Pro-active

Not afraid to ask for help
Alone
Pro-active

Self-advocacy. I derived the theme self-advocacy from analyzing axial
codes obtained from open codes. The open codes revealed confidence, advocate
for self, and accountability when asked how credit recovery influenced their
interaction with their professors. All nine of the participants disclosed in
interacting with their professors, they were more pro-active when it comes to
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making contact and understanding what was expected based on their experience
in credit recovery. P1 shared the following perception:
I advocate for myself now, so credit recovery has had a huge impact. I
absolutely reach out and do everything I can with the professor to ensure I
understand the material and what is expected of me – so I don’t end up in
a situation where I fail again. I also make sure to clarify if I am unclear on
something, so I can achieve the grade I am looking for.
Similarly, P7 claimed:
Credit recovery had such a big effect on how I go about getting my
assignments, that I always take time to speak to the professors one on one
and see where I can improve, where I was going wrong or clarify what I
needed to do and know in the class with the content we were learning to
see how I can improve on that content to move forward. The goal was to
potentially make the best grades I could while understanding and
participating in discussions in class.
P5 maintained, “I take my classes very seriously now, when I don’t get
stuff, I email the professors and ask them to check to make sure I am on track.”
Another participant, P6 said, “I always ask questions if I need to, I always learn
the office hours and email addresses and keep them handy in case I need them.”
Likewise, P2 claimed, “It made me listen better to the professors, ask more
questions, and pay attention more, there is more at stake I feel in college so being
prepared is super important.” I discovered self-advocacy was a positive outcome
on social-emotional preparedness of the participants that was influenced by
participating in credit recovery.
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Lack of effect. I concluded lack of effect from the response none and no
effect when asked how the participants experience with credit recovery influenced
the preparation for college life socially and emotionally, specifically with
interaction of peers and on campus activities and involvement. P1, P3, and P6
claimed a slight effect emotionally because of credit recovery influencing their
preparation for college. The statements made were, “It kind of made me feel bad
about myself at first,” and “emotionally it was a little difficult because you don’t
have anyone keeping you on track of motivating you, it’s lonely.” When pressed
about their emotional preparation, P1 provided the following sentiment:
Emotionally when you are told you are failing a class, or there isn’t any
sense in you continuing because you aren’t going to pass, you begin to feel
worthless. It was nice in a sense in credit recovery to know you weren’t
the only one going through that, there were others in the same situation.
So, it gave me a sense of connectivity to others that were also there. It was
also good to know I wasn’t the only one failing courses. I have taken that
with me into college, in the sense that I don’t want to feel that way again.
So, I prepare more so that I don’t get down about things.
Six of the nine participants claimed participation in asynchronous credit
recovery in high school had no effect on their interaction with their collegiate
peers. When I inquired about their participation in campus activities or
involvement on campus, all nine of the participants claimed credit recovery had
no effect on their social-emotional preparedness. There were a variety of reasons
participants disclosed as to why they were not active on campus, but no
participant cited their experience in high school credit recovery as a deterrent. The
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reasons varied from fear of the COVID-19 pandemic and not being safe to be
around a lot of people, to five of the participants having to work a job to support
themselves or others and did not have the time to participate in extra-curricular
activities around campus. All nine participants claimed asynchronous credit
recovery in high school had no effect on their perceived self-efficacy regarding
social-emotional preparedness for college.
Summary of Results
To evaluate interview data and answer the two research questions in my
study, I employed a qualitative research approach. I utilized open codes, axial
codes, and themes I derived from the data to analyze and answer the research
questions. The data represented the perceptions of nine rural, first-generation
college students who participated in an asynchronous credit recovery program
during high school in various schools in South Georgia.
An examination of the data collected from Research Question 1 revealed
the themes work habits, understanding and awareness, and environmental
motivators. Rural, first-generation college students who participated in an
asynchronous credit recovery program perceived positive influences on their
self-efficacy regarding academic success such as the improvement of individual
work habits. Additionally, these students perceived their experiences helped
increase their individual awareness of the benefits of academic success and what
it took to be academically successful. They also developed a better understanding
of how to be prepared for academic success. The environmental motivators
indicated participants recognized they were easily distracted in a traditional
classroom setting and worked better when there were less distractions.
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The analysis of the responses from Research Question 2 disclosed the
themes self-advocacy and lack of effect. All the participants stated completing an
asynchronous credit recovery did not influence their perception of self-efficacy
regarding their social-emotional preparedness. Participants perceived
self-advocating was a positive outcome of their credit recovery experience that
did influence their self-efficacy. All nine participants perceived their participation
in credit recovery had no effect on their interaction with their peers or in campus
activities or campus involvement. Overall, credit recovery proved to influence the
perceptions of self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college students regarding
academic success, but did not influence their perception of self-efficacy regarding
their social-emotional preparedness. Chapter V presents the conclusions and
recommendations of this study.
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Chapter V: Discussion of the Study
Asynchronous credit recovery programs were created to assist schools in
helping credit deficient students graduate from high school on time (Dessoff,
2009; Watson & Gemin, 2008). As the number of rural, first-generation students
continued to rise (Byun et al., 2017; Cataldi et al., 2018), despite the disparate
challenges these students face (Antonelli et al., 2020; Cataldi et al., 2018; Davis,
2010; Demetriou et al., 2017; Engle & Tinto, 2008; Mehta et al., 2011), there
existed a need for research on the influence of participation in an asynchronous
credit recovery program upon the perception of self-efficacy and the perseverance
of these at-risk students to finish their college degree. There was a lack of
research regarding how participation in an asynchronous credit recovery program
in high school might influence rural, first-generation college students’ academic
and social-emotional self-efficacy as they entered college. I attempted to fill in the
gaps in the extant literature and provide insights into the perceptions of these
students regarding their academic success and their social-emotional
preparedness. I interviewed first-generation college students from a rural area in
South Georgia who participated in an asynchronous credit recovery program;
therefore, my generalizations from my study were limited to first-generation
college students in rural South Georgia. Due to a lack of existing research on
rural, first-generation college students and their participation in an asynchronous
credit recovery program, I was unable to incorporate substantiation from existing
literature for some of the results obtained in my study. In those cases, the study’s
results and evidence must speak for itself until further research either confirms or
refutes it. The findings of this study focused on rural, first-generation college
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students’ perceptions of self-efficacy regarding academic success and
social-emotional preparedness after completing a credit recovery program and
filled a gap in literature of these topics.
Themes of work habits, understanding and awareness, and environmental
motivators emerged from the data collected for Research Question 1. Rural,
first-generation college students who participated in an asynchronous credit
recovery program perceived their experiences to have favorable effects on their
self-efficacy in terms of academic achievement, such as improved work habits.
Furthermore, these students perceived their experience contributed to them
developing a better understanding of the rewards of academic accomplishment
and the skills necessary to succeed in the classroom. Participants reportedly
gained a better perception of how to be academically prepared because of their
participation in credit recovery to graduate from high school.
The themes of self-advocacy and lack of effect emerged from the
examination of the data collected for Research Question 2. All nine participants
agreed completing an asynchronous credit recovery program had no effect on
their self-efficacy in terms of social-emotional readiness for college.
Self-advocating was viewed as a positive perception that influenced participants’
self-efficacy when it came to asynchronous credit recovery. When it came to the
influence on their interactions with their peers, campus events, or campus
involvement, all the participants perceived credit recovery enrollment had no
effect on their social-emotional preparedness. Overall, credit recovery influenced
rural, first-generation college students’ perceptions of self-efficacy regarding
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academic performance, but not their perceptions of self-efficacy regarding
social-emotional preparedness within the campus life.
Implications for Practice
This study provided data from first-hand accounts that could permit
policymakers, educators, and software developers to settle on more informed
choices when it comes to developing and using credit recovery models. This study
could also document, how credit recovery programs might influence rural,
first-generation college student’ self-efficacy as they continue to post-secondary
options. The unique characteristics of rural, first-generation college students put
them at-risk for pursuing a college degree (Byun et al., 2017; Irvin et al., 2011;
Johnson et al., 2014; Meece et al., 2013); despite these challenges, the number of
rural, first-generation college students continues to rise (Cataldi et al., 2018).
Understanding these students’ perceptions of their experiences in credit recovery
could positively affect their outcomes of continuing in a college program and lead
to more students achieving a college degree. It is important to consider a student’s
perceived self-efficacy concerning their potential academic performance and
social-emotional preparedness.
Mentorship programs would be beneficial to rural, first-generation
students as they progress through the credit recovery program. I concluded one
affect asynchronous credit recovery had on the self-efficacy of these students was
environmental motivators. Students in credit recovery had to become independent
enough to complete their failed courses on their own. While some participants
enjoyed the freedom to proceed at their own pace, they also felt they needed some
more guidance and encouragement. Bringing mentors into the high school who
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have experienced some of the same situations as these students to help guide
students, answer questions, and offer support could prove to be valuable in
encouraging them to continue their studies after high school and guide them into
the possibilities of a different future.
Another implication for practice derived from the findings of this study
would be for school level administration to implement study skills and study
habits programs. All the participants disclosed credit recovery helped them apply
better study habits to be successful. An added requirement could be students get
some guidance with study skills and study habits. Guidance in how to become an
active participant in their own learning could prove to increase their confidence
and their self-efficacy in terms of academic success.
Additionally, an implication for practice derived from this study would be
the implementation of self-advocacy development to academic programs.
Students need to be aware and understand what it means to self-advocate for
themselves. For example, having students lead their own academic conferences
with teachers and parents could help develop awareness of their academic
strengths and weaknesses, as well as give them practice with having to advocate
for their own benefit.
From the results of the study, I recommend schools offer both
asynchronous credit recovery and in-person credit recovery and provide it during
the school day inside of the student’s schedule. Students who struggle
academically often need one-on-one help to complete a course or re-learn a
concept, having the option of choosing which method the student prefers could
eliminate academic struggles with retaking a course. Also, providing a choice
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would give the students ownership of their learning in that they are choosing
which method they prefer.
Allowing time during the school day and in an environment void of
distractions to work on credit recovery courses could give students the
opportunity to work in a quiet space. Findings of this study revealed distractions
were a major factor in students being able to work and learn the material.
Providing them a quiet environment with support from staff would prove to be
helpful. A finding of this study was students who failed more than one course,
preferred a quieter environment and one without interruptions. They felt less
intimidated and more comfortable with their academics when provided a quiet
place to work.
Recommendations for Further Research
In this study, I utilized a qualitative, interpretive research design and
reported data collected from interviewing nine participants who were
first-generation college students from a rural area who participated in an
asynchronous credit recovery program in high school. A future study using
interviews and questionnaires could possibly yield a greater number of
participants from rural districts.
In this study, students who were not from rural areas were not addressed.
Future research should be conducted with non-rural students, urban students, and
suburban students as a focus. Another consideration for research would be
non-first-generation college students who participated in a credit recovery
program. It would be interesting to compare findings from both first-generation
and non-first-generation college students. This study used participants from South
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Georgia. Similar research in other parts of Georgia and other rural areas would be
useful in determining if the same results exist across geographic areas.
Interviews could be conducted while the students are in high school, then
follow up interviews with the same participants once they have completed a year
of college and subsequent graduation from college. It would be interesting to
compare the self-efficacy of students before, during and after graduation from
college to see if their views changed because of credit recovery. A longitudinal
study might track students’ progress and determine how many of them had the
same level of self-efficacy, as well as document their journey through college
graduation.
The impact and influence of the factors that play a critical role in the
growth and expansion of asynchronous credit recovery programs require further
investigation. Conducting future research on learning styles of the participants
and instructional design of the credit recovery program could also offer some
interesting background in how students might perceive their own self-efficacy.
The current study reveals the need for examining asynchronous credit recovery
programs compared to in-person credit recovery programs. This coupled with
delving into learning styles could prove beneficial for future research for at-risk
students.
A more diversified group of ethnicities and genders might be worthy of
research, given then uniqueness of the asynchronous credit recovery programs
and how they are used differently in schools. Investigating the self-efficacy of a
varied population who had completed an asynchronous credit recovery program

98

could prove useful in furthering research of the perceptions of students regarding
their academic success and social-emotional preparedness.
Conclusions of the Study
This study used qualitative inquiry to examine and capture rural,
first-generation college students’ perceptions of their self-efficacy was guided by
research two questions. The data collection was comprised of Zoom meets and
qualitative interviews that allowed me to capture the participants’ perceptions
regarding their perceived academic success and social-emotional preparedness for
college after completing an asynchronous credit recovery program in high school.
The participants of this study willingly offered extensive, in-depth descriptions of
their experiences with credit recovery to fill in the gaps left by a dearth of
research.
The purpose of this study functioned to investigate the influence of
participation in an asynchronous credit recovery program upon the perception of
self-efficacy of rural, first-generation college students regarding academic success
and social-emotional preparedness. This study found students defined their
academic success in terms of what they gained from credit recovery. All the
participants valued the work habits that credit recovery forced them to develop
because of having to work by themselves to learn how to be successful. Rural,
first-generation students perceived a need for developing better habits to be
successful in their credit recovery course and have carried that into their college
studies.
Most participants discovered they had to take control of their learning and
be engaged in the learning process, not only for the purpose of graduation from
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high school, but to be successful in further educational endeavors. Students also
felt a sense of having to mature quickly and take control of their learning, and to
develop habits conducive to being successful academically. Part of taking control
of the participants learning was to eliminate and recognize the environmental
motivators that affected the learning process. Most of the participants, expressed
once they were isolated and no longer had the pressure or anxiety that comes with
being in a room full of their peers, they were able to focus on the course and think
about what they were trying to learn. Another environmental motivator expressed
by several participants was the need to better themselves and provide them the
prospect to move beyond their local community for a more personal and
professional opportunity. Several of the participants expressed they wished to not
follow in their parents’ footsteps and make a better life for themselves.
In this study, I found participation in credit recovery did not influence the
perception of self-efficacy regarding social-emotional preparedness and did not
influence peer relationships or campus involvement. It did; however, influence the
relationship the participants had with their professors. Most of the students
expressed they were more concerned with the relationship they had with their
professors when it was directly in line with their academic success. Rural,
first-generation college students perceived they were better prepared to
self-advocate for themselves because of asynchronous credit recovery. Their
perceived ideations came from not being successful in high school and being
motivated to succeed in college.
Demetriou et al. (2017) claimed, when students are actively involved with
their studies, they have access to more academic possibilities, which leads to
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improved understanding and academic achievement. Rural, first-generation
college students’ ability to actively cope with stressors associated with being
first-generation college students and their progression to college influences their
well-being and the outcomes of social-emotional challenges, which also influence
their academic outcomes (Mehta et al., 2011; Peterson-Graziose et al., 2013;
Pettyjohn & LaFrance, 2014). The results of this study indicated students became
active agents of their academic achievements and have learned to cope and adjust
because of their perceptions of how credit recovery shaped their self-efficacy. To
support these students’ matriculation to college and pursue a degree, providing
support and understanding their unique situations is a starting point to encourage
continued success.
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Dear (insert name):
As a doctoral candidate at Lincoln Memorial University, I am
conducting a study for my dissertation on the examination of the perceived
self-efficacy regarding academic success and social-emotional
preparedness of rural, first-generation college students who completed an
asynchronous credit recovery program. You have been identified as
someone who is a first-generation college student that participated in
credit recovery in a rural high school, therefore fitting the criteria for my
study. Your participation in this study is important because your
experiences and ideas can add to the body of scholarly knowledge
regarding asynchronous credit recovery and perceptions of academic
success and social-emotional preparedness of rural, first-generation
college students.
The study will include a Zoom interview of approximately 30 – 45
minutes. The interview will include open-ended questions and your
responses will be kept confidential. No individual names or institutions
will be recorded during the interview. Your name will not be associated
with any research findings. The data will be stored in a locked filing
cabinet in my home office, and I will be the only person that has access to
it.
You are free to decide not to participate in this study or withdraw
at any time without adversely affecting your relationship with the
investigator or Lincoln Memorial University. There is no compensation
for participating; however, on the completion of this study, a summary of
the findings will be shared with you upon request. If you have any
questions regarding the study, please contact me by email or phone. You
can also contact the Dissertation Chair, Dr. Joshua Tipton, at
Joshua.tipton@lmunet.edu. Thank you for your consideration to
participate in this study.
Sincerely,
Cynthia Oliver
Doctoral Candidate
PHONE
Cynthia.oliver@lmunet.edu
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Informed Consent Document Participation/Agreement
You are being asked to participate in a research study about how participating in an
asynchronous credit recovery program has impacted student’s perceived academic success and
social-emotional preparedness of rural, first-generation college students. You are selected as a
possible participant because you are a first-generation college student from a rural area that
participated in an asynchronous credit recovery program. Please read the form and ask any
questions before agreeing to be in the research. This study is being conducted by a researcher
at Lincoln Memorial University.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The purpose of this research is to investigate the
perception of self-efficacy regarding academic success and social-emotional preparedness of
rural, first-generation college students who completed an asynchronous credit recovery
program.
DURATION: The interview will take approximately 30 minutes of your time and will
take place on a Zoom platform.
ELIGIBILITY: You must be 18 years or older, went to high school in a rural area, be a
first-generation college student, and participated in an asynchronous credit recovery program.
PROCEDURES: If you agree to be a participant in this research, I will ask you to do
the following things:
•

•
•
•

Answer questions posed by the researcher about your experiences in a credit
recovery program and the impact it might have had on your self-efficacy and
social-emotional preparedness.
Consent to being audiotaped during the interview so the researcher can refer to
your responses later.
Offer approximately 30 minutes of your time for the interview, to be held on a
Zoom platform.
Confirm that you are 18 years or older, are from a rural high school, are a firstgeneration college student, and completed an asynchronous credit recovery
program.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no known risks or benefits to this research
COMPENSATION: There is no compensation for participating in this research
PRIVACY/CONFIDENTIALITY:
•

Before audiotaping your interview, the researcher chooses a code. Throughout the
interview, and in the doctoral dissertation in which your words may be published, you
will only be identified by the assigned code.
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•
•
•

Only the Lincoln Memorial University researcher, and the researcher’s faculty sponsor,
will have access to your anonymized interview responses.
This consent form, once signed, will be kept in a locked location to which only the
researcher has access.
Your audiotaped interview will be transcribed into a Microsoft Word document by the
researcher, with pseudonyms in place of your name and schools. Only the researcher
and the researcher’s faculty sponsor will have access to the audiotaped recording of
your anonymous interview. After three years’ time, the audiotape will be destroyed.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: You should not sign this form unless you have read
it and have been given a copy to keep. Participation in the study is voluntary. You may refuse
to answer any question or discontinue your involvement at any time without penalty or loss of
benefits. Your decision will not affect your future relationship with LMU. Your signature
below indicates that you have read this information in this consent form and have had a chance
to ask questions about the study.
CONTACTS AND QUESTIONS: The researcher conducting this study is Cynthia
Oliver. If you have questions, you may contact her at Cynthia.oliver@lmunet.edu, or by text or
phone at PHONE. If you have questions about the rights and welfare of research participants,
please contact the Chair of the Lincoln Memorial University Institution Review Board, Dr. Kay
Paris at 423-869-6323 or kay.paris@lmunet.edu.
IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS: If you have any comments, concerns, or questions
regarding the conduct of this research, please contact the researcher.
I have read and understand the information above, and I willingly give my consent to
participate in this research study. I am 18 years of age or older. A copy of this consent will be
provided for your records.
Subject Signature ____________________________Date____________
Print Name of Subject ________________________Date____________
Researcher Signature _________________________Date____________
Print Name of Researcher _____________________Date_____________

126

Appendix C
Interview Protocol
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Candidate Name: Cynthia Oliver
Date of Interview:
Time Interview Began:
Time Interview Concluded:
Participant Pseudonym:
Participant Information:
Interviewer (I):
This interview should take about 20-30 minutes.
Do you mind if I record our conversation?
Online credit recovery has provided an opportunity for at-risk high school students to
graduate, as well as investigate post-secondary opportunities that would not be accessible
if they didn’t graduate from high school. For rural, first-generation college students, their
unique challenges and categorize them as students at-risk. As the number of rural, firstgeneration college students continue to rise, despite the disproportionate challenges they
face, the purpose of this study is to investigate the influence of participation in
asynchronous online high school credit recovery programs upon the perceived selfefficacy of rural, first-generation college students as it pertained to academic success and
social-emotional preparedness.
Your responses will remain confidential, and your identity will remain anonymous in
reported data.
You will be provided a printed copy of the transcript of this interview to provide you with
the opportunity to check for accuracy and correct any information.
You may end the interview at any time. Just tell me you want to stop.
Do you understand everything so far?
Do you have any questions?
May we begin?
Participant (P): Participant Affirmation(s)
What are your parents’ highest level of education?
How many credit recovery courses without a teacher did you take in high school?
1) Do you feel you were more successful in an online credit recovery than in a
traditional classroom?
2) How do you feel credit recovery influenced your academic success?
3) How do you believe your academic behaviors have changed since participating in
credit recovery?
4) Tell me about how you feel about the academic work in college and were you
prepared for it? How have you adjusted?
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5) How do you feel your experience in credit recovery influenced your preparation
for college life socially and emotionally?
6) What impact has credit recovery had on your interaction with peers? Professors?
Campus activities?
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